6 PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

This chapter of the Final SEIS includes copies of all public comments received in response to the
Pipeline/South Pipeline Pit Expansion Project Draft SEIS. The BLM’s responses to substantive
comments are provided adjacent to reproduced comment letters. A total of 22 comment letters were
received by the BLM. A list of comment letters and commentors follows:
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Commentor

Nevada Division of Water Resources
United States Geological Survey
Great Basin Mine Watch

Western Shoshone Defense Project
Garawyn McGill-Loberg

Lander County Economic Development Authority

Nevada Department of Wildlife

Humboldt River Basin Water Authority
Elko County Board of Commissioners
Dave Mason

Christopher Sewall

Nevada State Clearinghouse

Nevada Department of Transportation
Thom Seal

Lang Exploration Drilling

Vogue Uniform and Linen Rental

Elko Chamber of Commerce - Neal McQueary
Elko Chamber of Commerce - Mary Korpi
Broadbent and Associates

Greg Ekins

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Boise State University

6-1

10660.FinalSEIS.VI1PDF_Web.wpd



CORTEZ GOLD MINES PIPELINE/SOUTH PIPELINE PIT EXPANSION PROJECT
FINAL SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

This Page Intentionally Left Blank

6-2 10660.FinalSEIS.VIPDF_Web.wpd



COMMENT LETTER A

NEVADA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
Department of Administration
Budget and Planaing Division
203 East Musser Strest,, Raom 200
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Comment noted.
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A-2

Comment noted.

#ase submit your comrents no fater than J T 2004, Jsi the speoe below for saert commante. If zignificont cammerss are
ovded. piease bso agency letterhead nd include the Nevara SAI rumber and eomrment dug date far our reference. Cusslions? Michasl A-3
afiord, Clearpghouse Coordinator, (775) BBA-U209 or metafard@hurel. slate nv.us.

115 SCCTION T3 8E COMPLETED BY REVIEW AGENCY,

CGM currently has sufficient water rights to address long-term

Ho zommani an Im3 piojest
. _Froposal supporiad 28 Writer
. Addifianal information below

_Conferenze cesited (See Da'ow)
——Condititnal supporl [Ses below)
__ Diszpproval {Explain below!

pdm STAS TEULI Y9901

SENCY COMMENTS:

E2002-204

[ Corer Gold Mines, Inc. (CAGI) contrals weter rights sufficiant to operate the pruject & proposed. CMCH
C i in passzssion ol & current permit for construction apd cperation of process ponds and wajlings storage
[ [ueilities described inthe DEEIS. Should replacement of water as deseribed in the proposed mitigation
‘zeciiens become necessary, separate rights to perfarm such waver deliveries must be acquired. Should the
[ wilings storage facility require modificerion 1o sunpert the preposed projest, a new permit for the
construclion and operation of the fazility will be required.
August b, 2004
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mitigation. See text on pages 4-101 (4.3.3.3.1-4b), 4-116 (4.3.3.3.2-
4b), 4-129 (4.3.3.3.3-4b), 4-141 (4.3.3.3.4-4D), 4-150 (4.3.3.4-4b), 4-
159 (4.3.3.5-4b), and 4-169 (4.3.3.6-4b) for language regarding the
replacement of effected water rights.

A-4

The Proposed Action does not modify the tailings facility that has been
approved by the BLM. However, CGM will modify their current
permit with the NDWR to complete the expansion that was addressed
in the South Pipeline Final EIS (BLM 2000a). CGM is currently
authorized by the BLM to expand the existing tailings facility.

SINANINO)) OL dSNOdSHY ANV SINANINO)) JI'lTdNd
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B-1

B-4

COMMENT LETTER B

Reply Refer To:
Muil Stop 423

July 12, 2004

BLM
MEMORANDUM
Tor Nevada Department of Wildlife
Lander County, Nevada
From: James F. Devine (Katherine Lins fsigned/ for)
Senior Advisor for Science Applications
Subject: Review of Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Stalement for Lhe

Pipeline/South Pipeline Pit Expansion Project Proposed

As requested by the U.S, Department of the Interior, Office of Bureaw of Land
Management (BLM), in their correspondence of June 15, 2004, the U.S. Geological
Survey (USGS) has reviewed the subject Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (DSEIS) and offers the following comments:

GENERAL COMMENTS:

Greater attention te clarity, completeness, and consistency is warranted in many figures
shown in the document. For example, the y-axis is unlaheled in figure 4.4.4 on page 4-
121, NCV Distribution, nor is the figure clearly described in the text. What do the y-axis
values mean? The abbreviation “NCV” is defined, but what does it mean, interpretively?
The x-axis on figure 4.3.15 is labeled simply "distance:™ the reader is left to figure out
what reference point “0" represents and what the significance of positive and negative
numbers 15 relative to the reference point. Most map figures use different scale bages,
and many do not have basemap features to help readers gel a common geographical
frame of reference, for example, figure 4.4.3 on page 4-18% and figurc 4.3.18 on page 4-
73. These comments cite only a few examples rather than an exhauslive list, bul they
indicate that the reportis replete with discrepancies and excessive complexity; thus, a
more careful editorial review of figures is warranted. Al figures in the document should
be “stand alone™ and self explanatory. Without clarity and completeness, the figures arc
nearly meaningless in providing suppart of findings or conclusions stated in texi.

The document fails o discuss the assumptions used to translate the conceptual model of
the uquiler sysiem to the numerical model, particularly in the vertical dimension. The
UUSGS recommends that the document discuss the three-dimensional aspect of the model
in detail; for example, the number of Luyers 1n the model, whether those layers are
1solated or connected, in which layer(s) the water table is located, and whether the water
table 15 drawn down below the bottom of the alluvium near the pit.

B-1

On Figure 4.4.4 the y-axis is the number of samples. On Figure 4.3.15 the x-axis
is the distance from the center of the infiltration pond. The figures have been
modified to address the comment.

B-2

The intent of maps and figures in NEPA documents is to provide information to
supplement the text of the document. The preparation and format of this
document meets the generally accepted NEPA standards.

B-3
Seeresponse to Comment B-2.
B-4

The assumptions used to translate the conceptual model of the aquifer system to
the numerical model, including the vertical dimension, are fully described in
Geomega (2003a), which is incorporated into the document by reference. Page 4-
81 of the Draft SEIS states the following: "Details of the model including
methods, hydraulic boundaries, model layers, grid layout, calibration, sensitivity
analysis, and results are presented in Geomega (2003a)."

TVNL]
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B-5

B-6

b3

SPECIFIC COMMENTS:

[ Page 4-80, Chapter 4 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences,
Section 4.3.3 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures, Section 4.3.3.1
Significance Criteria:

T'he choice of the 10-foot contour as the limit of concern about drawdown is arhitrary and

should be justfied. Any change in water level could result in a change in gradient and,

hence, faw rale. Direct measurement or prediction of a flow rate i springs and streams
| could be a more appropriale meusure.

i Page 4-93, Chapter 4 Affected Environment and Envirenmental Consequences,
Section 4.3.3 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures, first
paragraph:

The omission of any details about how the hydrolithologic units described on pages 4-30
10 4-42 arc depicted as mode] layers makes the statements about model predictions of
drawdown cffcets on the springs impossible the cvaluate. Evidence for the assertions that
the springs are indeed isolated from the main alluvial aquifer and whether the springs arc
alfected by drawdown caused by stresses on the said aquifer should be provided.

Because the proponent commits to monitoring and contingent mitigation, the accuracy of
the model representation of these springs may not be cntical t this time; however, the
credibility of the entire moded 15 called info question through this inconsistency. The
USGS recommends that the explanation of the potential drawdown in the springs be
clarified after the proposed added discussion of model vertical connectivity/layering as

| mentioned above.

Thank you for the opportunity (o review and comment on this DSEIS.

B-5

The use of the ten-foot contour for changes to the water table as the threshold to
evaluate impacts was first used by the BLM in the Betze Project EIS (BLM
1991). The ten-foot value was based on the amount of seasonal variation in the
watertable in the Humboldt River Basin, which includes the Project Area. In
addition, this is a supplemental EIS and the use of the ten-foot value in this
document provides consistency with the previous EIS and the Pipeline EIS for
the operations in the Project Area.

B-6

See response to Comment B-4. Details about how the hydrolithologic units are
depicted in the model were not omitted; they are provided in Geomega (2003a).

The Draft SEIS statement on page 4-93 states that "...these springs probably
originate from perched zones within alluvial fans that are recharged by flows
from the Cortez Mountains" indicates that there is some uncertainty concerning
the source(s) of the springs in question (in this case four of the East Valley
springs). However, their occurrence on the valley floor near the toe of the alluvial
fan emanating from Fourmile Canyon suggests that ground water daylights in
those areas due to the local contrasts in hydraulic conductivity between the
coarser alluvial fan materials and the finer grained valley fill deposits (BLM
1996a), with the driving head for the springs coming from higher up in the
alluvial fan. Hence, the water supplied by flows from the Cortez Mountains is
perched in the sense of being held back by the lower permeability material of the
valley floor, rather than being vertically separated from the main alluvial aquifer.
The ground water model explicitly represents this juxtaposition of higher
conductivity alluvial units and lower conductivity valley floor deposits in the
general vicinity of the East Valley springs (Geomega 2003a). Thus, there is no
inconsistency between the model and the conceptual interpretation of the
hydraulic system that gives rise to these springs. At the regional scale of the
ground water basin, the model is designed appropriately with respect to the seeps
and springs that occur in Crescent Valley.

Nevertheless, because there is still some uncertainty regarding the source(s) of
the springs and in their degree of isolation from the basin fill aquifer, potential
impacts were considered to be significant if the ten-foot drawdown contour
encompassed or came within close proximity to the location of a spring, even in
cases where it was believed that the source(s) of the springs were higher up in the
mountains and would not be affected. Thus, a conservative approach was used to
assess potential impacts to seeps and springs. Furthermore, CGM is committed
to operational monitoring and contingent mitigation measures to be
implemented if significant impacts to seeps or springs do occur (Draft SEIS,
page4-94).

9 YALdVH)
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COMMENT LETTER C
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Reno headquarters:
505 8. Arlington Ave., # 110
Renp, NV 89300

Las Vegas office:

VIR F. Pesert un Rosd, £ 406
1.2s Vegas, Nevada R9109
F02-413-1577
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August 3, 2004

And - BH

Pam Jarmecke R RN O A P T

Project Manager S o . MR

Bureau of Land Management™ ;... , = ;oS FiRE

Battle Mountain Field Office et s G

50 Bastian Road wﬂg!&nvm ICHGLE

Battle Mountain, Nevada 89820-1420

Re: Review Comments: Pipeline/South Pipeline Pit Expansion Project,
Draft Supplementai Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) NV063-
EIS01-70

Plan of Operations NYN-067575(01-1A)

Dear Ms. Jamecke:

Thank you for this opportunity to previde comments on the subject draft
SEIS. Please send a copy of the Final SETS and the Record of Decision to
us at the address above.

Great Basin Mine Watch has reviewed the environmental impact
statements for both the Pipeline and South Pipeline projects. This
proposed action tiers off ¢f those two actions. Therefore, please

incorporate our comments on those two projects info this one by reference.

For this review, we considered the draft SEIS and our knowledge of the
previous studies. Our comments primarily concern the water resources,
beth quantity and quality, of the basin. Foliowing two sections regarding
the impacts on water resources, we offer some additional more general
comments,

Throughout the letter, we reference passages within the SEIS and provide
the appropriate page number. Any other documents are algo referenced at
the point of referral,

Initially, however, Section 2.10, CGM Sustainability Activities, should be
removed from the SEIS because it is just an advertiserment for the
company. 1t provides no information that can be used in evaluating this
praject. Alternatively, because CGM pledges numerous activities for their
alleged sustainability program, the BLM should include meonitoring of and
accountability for CGM to actually complete these activities.

‘Water Resources

The impacts of the proposals on water resources in Crescent Valley do not
vary much except for the no backfill alternative, Because the proposed
action includes partial backfill of the pit, the amount of water that will fili
the pit lake under the proposed action is less than for the no backfill
alternative. The partial backfill also decreases the surface area as

C-1

Your name and address are on the mailing list and you will be sent copies of the
Final SEIS and ROD.

C-2
Refer to the responses to the comments in the South Pipeline Final EIS (pages

6-38 through 6-87). Great Basin Mine Watch did not submit comments on the
Pipeline Draft EIS.

C-3

The commentor is correct that the text describes activities that are not part of
the Proposed Action and therefore not directly evaluated in the Draft SEIS.
However, the text under Section 2.10 outlines CGM’s current and ongoing
activities that affect the social and economic fabric of the local communities,
which are of concern to both the BLM and CGM.

C-4

Comment noted. Also see the responses to Comments C-6 through C-30.

TVNL]
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C-7

compared to no backfill, which in turn decreases the long-term evaporation by mere than
50%. Complete backfill does not further decrease the evaporation by much because a pit
lake will remuin. From a waler quantily perspective, partially backfilling the pit and
recharging water into the aguifer is the most environmentally preferable alternative (if the
mine is lo confinug.) As will be discussed i the second section, however, there are
serious water quality impacts resulting from the methods of recharging the water.

The SEiS presents impacts for the project as if it were to stop at different stages. This is
very difficult to review because the SEIS includes similar impacts at many pomts. This
comment letter concentrates on the impacts predicted for the proposed action being
completed through stage 12 with a few comparisons made with other alternatives or
stages included as appropriate.

Water Quantity Impacts

Consumptive use estimates should be revised to include the water used to wet the
unsaturated zone beneath the infiltration basins, This does not inchide the water in
ground water mounds that have beeome part of the alluvial water table, but should
include the water that remains bound to the soil particles after the mounds recede.

Consumptive use estimates should be refined 1o better define usage at the Dean Ranch. It
appears that the SEIS reports all water sent to the Dean Ranch is consumptively used.
This is probably not correct; some of the water probably recharges the shallow
groundwater near the ranch,

Figure 4.3.4 shows the current {February, 2002) groundwater contours in Crescent Valley
near the mine. The figure shows both the cone created by the dewatering wells at the
mine in bedrock and the mounds created in alluvium near the rapid infiliration basing
(RIBs). This implies the water table, or potentiometric surface, transitions smoothly from
bedrock to alluvium under the stress caused by dewatering and reinfiltration. The
following passage from the SEIS, however, sugpests that may not be correct.

Detailed studics at other mining areas in north-central Nevada have shown that
ground water flow in bedrock of the mountain ranges is typically restricted to
individual hydrologic domains or compartments, which are separated by low-
permeability barriers along faults, ntrusions, and mineralized zones {Maurer et al.
1996). Hence, ground water kevels and movement can vary greatly within the
siliceous bedrock of the mountain ranges. SEIS, page 4-32.

This suggests thal dewatering bedrock, which lowers the water table below the upper
extent of the bedrack, may disconnect 1he saturated zones between the bedrock and
alluvial aquifers, In other words, there may be a zone of unsaturated bedrock (or even
alhrvium) between the ambient and mounded groundwater at the RTB sites and the
underlying bedrock, The following passage indicate the presence of perched water zones,

C-5
Comment noted.
C-6

Prior to infiltration, the soil moisture distribution in the unsaturated zone beneath
the future infiltration sites was in a state of dynamic equilibrium. Moisture
profiles at that time reflected the balance between gravity and capillary suction
forces in the soil. Soil moisture ranged from dry in near surface and coarser
grained soils to wet in deeper layers and finer grained soils (Westec 1997b;
GeoSystems Analysis 1999). Upon cessation of infiltration operations, gravity
drainage will occur and the infiltration mounds will dissipate, leading to
unsaturated conditions above the water table. Eventually, suction will balance the
force of gravity and the soil moisture profile will again reflect a state of dynamic
equilibrium. Since pore water remains mobile even at extremely low moisture
contents (Stephens 1996), and assuming that other parameters (e.g., climatic
conditions, soil hydraulic properties, depth to the water table) remain the same,
the soil water will seek approximately the same dynamic moisture equilibrium as
existed prior to infiltration. The reestablishment of equilibrium conditions will
occur gradually over time as the water used to wet the soil underneath the
infiltration sites drains into the aquifer. Since essentially all of the water used to
wet the unsaturated zone beneath the infiltration sites will eventually return to the
aquifer, itis not considered to be consumptively used.

C-7

It is possible that a small amount of the irrigation water applied at the Dean Ranch
could become ground water recharge. In a recent study by the USGS (Stonestrom
et al. 2003), chloride mass balance calculations indicated that between eight
percent and 16 percent of the water applied as irrigation to crops eventually
recharged the aquifer at a similar site in southern Nevada. However, the Draft
SEIS assumption of total consumptive use of the water delivered for irrigation is
conservative in terms of predicting potential water quantity impacts because it
corresponds to a slightly greater net amount of water removal from the ground
water system than probably actually occurs.

The Dean Ranch is a legally permitted agricultural facility. Irrigation operations
there are regulated by the state and are conducted in a manner that is typical of
many other irrigation operations in Nevada. State regulated components of the
Dean Ranch operation include regular monitoring and reporting of water usage,
ground water levels, and water quality in the vicinity of the ranch.

9 Y41LdVH)D
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C-10

Although much of the alluvitmm overlying the Crosszoads pit aren appears to be
effectively desaturated, there are some arees near the edges of the Gold Acres
window where the alluvium is still partially saturated. For example, in the

alluvim is present near pre-dewatering ambient levels (water levels are
approximately 90 to 150 feet below ground surface). The nearby bedrock
menitoring well 3H-04B indicates that hydraulic heed in the bedrock aquifer is
over 530 feet lower than in the overlying alluvial aquifer in that area. Thus,
nerched water appears to exist in that porfion of the Gold Acres window, while
the underlying bedrock has been significamly depressurized. Similarly, perched
ground water conditions are present to the northeasi of the Gokd Acres window
near alluvial monitoring well SMA-135. These water-level differences suggest that
at least some of the bedrock structures within and bounding the Gold Acres
window have analogous expressions in the basin-fill aquifer, which locally have a
strong influence on lateral ground water flow. SEIS, page 4-45.

It appears the person who developed Figure 4.3.4 did so assuming that there is a
L connection between the two layers, which in fact are probably two distinct aquifers.

i Figures 4.3.20 - 22 and 26 - 28 arc incorrectly labeled. These show that drawdown
exceeds 880 feet at the mine. Clearly, this represents dewatering in bedrock, not just
| basin fill as the Iabels suggest. The text that refers to the figures also mentions hedrock.

The fact of groundwater flow being limited to specific units also applies to the guestion
of what cuused the Cortez pil lake to dry, The SELS reports that a 60-foot deep lake in
the Corlez pit seeped away between 1997 and 1999; it also reporis that bedrock water
levels have dropped 140 feet during the same period (SELS, page 4-31). This period was
not a drought and in fact contains one of the wetter months on record (for example, May
1998). Figure 4.2.1 show that some bedrock formations outcrop on each side of the
valley (that this map does not provide a project outline renders the task of determining
which outcrop is near the mines more difficult). One formation on each side of the
valley is the Valmy formation. Figure 4.2.5 does not show faults that ¢xtend across the
valley but Figure 4.2.3 shows that depth to bedrock is great, especially northeast of a line
cormecting Pipeling with Cortez.

The following passage also indicates that the bedrock structure near Pipeline and Cortez
may be connected. It also indicates that current faults may once have been connected,
and it therefore must be concluded that the connection could still exist.

'the subsurface geology of the Gold Acres and Cortez windows is shown in
Figure 4.2.4. Figure 4.2.5 shows the known and inferred structures within the
Gold Acres window. A reconstruction model of Crescent Valley prior to Basin

and Cortez windows were once united (McCormack and Hays 1996).
Reconstruction of the Basin and Range extension supgests that the Pipeline fault
1s associated with the Cortez fault and may have been the same structure. Also,

southwest corner of the Gold Acres window at monitoring well SH-03A, saturated

and Range extension and formation of the Cortez rifi sugpests that the Gold Acres

C-8

The quoted passage from page 4-32 of the Draft SEIS occurs in a discussion of the
siliceous (Western Assemblage) bedrock hydrolithologic unit, and describes
generalized conditions of ground water flow in mountain blocks of the Shoshone
Range northwest of the open pit. The passage does not apply to the hydraulic
interaction(s) between overlying alluvium and the carbonate (Eastern
Assemblage) bedrock hydrolithologic unit that comprises the Gold Acres Window.

Water level observations and numerical modeling both show that, in most places,
there is a strong hydraulic connection between alluvium and bedrock of the Gold
Acres window in the general vicinity of the Pipeline/South Pipeline open pit. The
fact that mine dewatering has successfully drained the alluvium overlying and
surrounding the open pit even though the production wells are pumping entirely
from the underlying carbonate bedrock is evidence that these units are well
connected in this particular region. In some localized areas, such as at monitoring
well SH-05A in the southwest corner of the Gold Acres window, water levels have
responded more slowly to dewatering due to the presence of discontinuous lower-
permeability horizons within the alluvium. However, the hydraulic response, even
though reduced and/or delayed in those areas, unquestionably proves that the
bedrock and alluvial aquifers are in hydraulic communication.

The comment confuses the concepts of depressurization and desaturation. The fact
that hydraulic heads in bedrock are lower than those in the overlying alluvium in
certain areas does not necessarily mean that saturated zones in bedrock and
alluvium are disconnected (i.e., that there is an intervening unsaturated zone), as
suggested in the comment. Rather, it indicates that ground water flow is directed
vertically downward from the alluvium into the depressurized bedrock, where it is
then transmitted laterally to the points of extraction at the pumping wells.

Since monitoring data and the numerical modeling both show that a strong
hydraulic connection exists between alluvium and bedrock of the Gold Acres
Window, and because there are no indications of a disconnect between saturated
zones in the alluvial and bedrock units, it is appropriate to represent the water table
as transitioning smoothly from bedrock to alluvium in the general vicinity of the
Pipeline/South Pipeline open pit. Hence, the ground water contours shown on
Figure 4.3.4 correctly depict the effects of the hydraulic connection between
alluvium and bedrock hydrolithologic units in the open pit area. In recognition of
the fact that there are slight vertical differences in hydraulic head, the word
"generalized" has been added to the title of Figure 4.3.4.

C-9

Figures 4.3.20,4.3.21,4.3.26,and 4.2.27 have been corrected in the Final SEIS.

TVNIH
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C-12

C-13

the Gold Acres and Mill Creek stocks are shown to have originated as the same
intrusive body, separated by the right-lateral offset of the Pipeline-Cortez fault
during the Cortez rifiing event. SEIS, page 4-9.

These facts clearly supgest that dewatering at Pipeline could have dried the Cortez pil
lake. It is essential that the BLM determine the cause of the lowering water levels in the
Cortez Mountains. If related to the dewatering, as the evidence suggests, the
groundwater modeling, which does not vel show impacts now or in the future to water
levels in the Cortez Mountains, is wrong. If the modeling is wrong, most of the
predictions in the EIS are also wrong,

That the groundwater model has been calibrated appropriately to existing water level data
does not somchow show that effects it misses in the Cortez Mountains are not really
associgted with the dewatering, Calibration sets hydrologic parameters for the model as
conceptualized. The modeler assumed that effects in the Corlez Mountains are outside
the model domain. Thus, there is no chance that the model will predict impacts in the
Cortez Mountains. Ifthe 140 foot water level drop in the Cottez Mountain bedrock was
added to the model domain and calibrated for, then the future effects may be more
properly predicted.

Table 4.3.1 presents a water budget for the valley that mixes components of the valley-
wide water budget with a groundwater specific water budpet. 1t appears the intent of the
discussion is to present a groundwaler budget. A proper groundwater budget would show
the recharge within the basin, not the precipitation to the valley, It would only show ET
from the groundwater {the bottom line in the table). The numbers presented for
precipitation and ET completely overwhelm the other budget factors. It is not appropriate
to show dewatering or reinfiltration in a basinwide model 7 water; only the consumptive
use of the dewatering water should be shown as a discharge from the basin. Showing the
dewalering pumpage and reinfillration is appropriate if the budget is for the groundwater.
This table should be redone to show recharge, natural ET, consumptive use from mining
and non-mining activities, inflow at Rocky Pass and outflow to the Humboldt River for
just the groundwater hasin. '

Table 4.3.1 should also be consistent with its cstimates. For example, the recharge
estimate is that based on methods similar to the Maxey-Eakin method while the ET
estimale was derived from the groundwater model. The SEIS presents ET estimates
elsewhere; these should be used for consistency.

The SEIS presents water budget information with significant potential, unexplained
errors. It cites a USGS study showing that evapotranspiration varies from 19,600 to
37,100 affy (SEIS, page 4-76).

The B1.M’s threshold for impacts to springs, seeps and streams is grossly too high and
technically wrong. As a description of this threshold, the BLM states the following;

“Predicted impacts are considered to be significant where the modeled ten-foot ground
water drawdown contour encompasses a spring, secp, or stream and where the surface

C-10

CGM and the BLM have considered the possible cause(s) of ground water
drawdown in the Cortez window since it was first noted in 1997. Previous work on
this subject is documented in several reports cited in the Draft SEIS (Brown and
Caldwell 1998, 1999; Geomega 2001c¢, 2002¢), and ground water conditions in the
Cortez window continue to be evaluated annually (e.g., Geomega 2003d). The
possibility that Pipeline dewatering operations could be related to the observed
water level declines in the Cortez Window is one of several possible mechanisms
that have been investigated. However, a definitive hydraulic connection between the
Cortez and Gold Acres windows has not been established. CGM's ongoing study of
ground water behavior in the Cortez window, in cooperation with the BLM, is
evidence that a serious effort is being made to understand the cause(s) of the
drawdown.

The comment asserts that if the cause(s) and effects of drawdown in the Cortez
window are not reflected in the model, then the model is "wrong" and, hence, so are
many of the model's predictions. Such an assertion fails to consider the effects of
hydraulic barriers to ground water flow between the Cortez window and the basin fill
aquifer, and it overdramatizes the potential effects of the model's representation of
bedrock areas outside of the Gold Acres window.

Declining water levels in the Cortez window are limited to a small region in the
immediate vicinity of the Cortez open pit (Geomega 2003d), and are not expected to
perceptibly impact the basin fill aquifer due to the strong hydraulic boundaries that
effectively isolate the area of drawdown, as evidenced by monitoring data from
wells and springs within and surrounding the Cortez window. (In fact, the ground
water model included several of the monitoring wells completed in the basin fill
aquifer adjacent to the Cortez window, which do not show drawdown, as calibration
targets, and successfully matched those observed conditions.) Thus, there is no need
to simulate the very localized water level declines within the Cortez window for the
purposes of this SEIS because they would have a negligible effect on the assessment
of potential impacts to the basin fill aquifer.

As a matter of practicality, the ground water model does not represent detailed
aspects of the complex flow conditions in bedrock outside of the Gold Acres
Window and the SEIS predictions are focused on the basin fill aquifer as follows:
The amount and extent of drawdown are presented in this SEIS only for the alluvial
aquifer because that is the primary aquifer of use and extent in Crescent Valley. Also,
the complex fault-block-controlled nature of ground water flow in the mountain
ranges causes greater uncertainty in drawdown predictions for those areas,
compared with the relatively more continuous alluvial aquifer system. For
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these reasons, drawdown contours are only shown to the limit of the alluvial aquifer, and no
drawdown contours are shown for the bedrock aquifer (Draft SEIS, page 4-97).

It is understood that the ground water flow model cannot reasonably include all of the complex
structural features within the mountain ranges, even if adequate information describing those
features were available; thus, the model is only expected to provide a coarse representation of
actual conditions in bedrock in the mountains. Importantly, it was previously determined that
similar modeling assumptions (i.e., detailed flow behavior in bedrock areas outside of the Gold
Acres Window can be neglected and model predictions should focus on the basin fill aquifer
because it is the primary aquifer in Crescent Valley) were reasonable and appropriate for
evaluating potential impacts of the Pipeline and South Pipeline Projects under NEPA (BLM
1996a, 2000a) and no comment was made on these assumptions during public scoping for the
current SEIS. Nevertheless, the model's predictions regarding the basin fill aquifer are still valid
because the basin fill aquifer is not influenced to an appreciable degree by localized,
discontinuous ground water fluctuations in individual bedrock mountain blocks.

It is misleading to suggest that the model is "wrong" simply because it does not include every
aspect and small-scale feature of Crescent Valley. As with any modeling exercise, certain
assumptions and compromises must be made to render the problem tractable. In this particular
case, all of the major features of the ground water flow system within Crescent Valley are included
in the model, and the intentional disregard of features that are limited to small-scale isolated areas
of bedrock does not render the model's predictions inaccurate for the basin fill aquifer. Detailed
knowledge of localized ground water behavior in the Cortez Mountains is not required to form
valid predictions regarding potential impacts to the basin fill aquifer.

C-11
See response to Comment C-10.
C-12

Table 4.3.1 presents the estimated average annual water budget for Crescent Valley in 2001. The
table was not intended to be specific to ground water, although all of the information necessary to
understand the basin's ground water budget is provided in the table. More detailed breakdowns
and calculations of the various water budget components are provided in Geomega (2002b, Tables
4-1 through 4-4; 2003a, Tables 3-2 and 3-3). For example, ground water recharge is simply the
difference between precipitation (432,000 acre-feet/year) and evapotranspiration of precipitation
and soil moisture (413,000 acre-feet/year), which amounts to 19,000 acre-feet/year. Since the
numbers are presented in tabular form instead of graphically, the magnitude of the precipitation
and evapotranspiration values do not "overwhelm the other budget factors" in any limiting way.
The concept of what constitutes a "proper" ground water budget and the appropriateness of
showing dewatering and reinfiltration in a basin-wide model are open to interpretation. The table
does not need to be redone because all of the requested components (recharge, natural
evapotransporation, consumptive use from mining and non-mining activities, inflow at Rocky
Pass and outflow to the Humboldt River) are either already explicitly provided in the table or are
easily calculated from the given information.
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The commentor suggests that similar methods should be used to derive the numbers
presented on Table 4.3.1; however, in most cases water budget components are not
estimated by similar methods because the best method for estimating a certain component
(say recharge) is often not the best method or may not be appropriate for estimating another
component (e.g., evapotranspiration). If the commentor seeks to know how the water
budget components estimated by the model (a single method) compare to those estimated
from various sources and methods, then she/he is referred to Geomega (2003e, Tables 4-3
and 4-7), where comparisons are made under different stress conditions at different points
In time.

The commentor also suggests that the ground water evapotranspiration value listed on
Table 4.3.1 is inconsistent with information presented elsewhere in the Draft SEIS. The
discussion of estimated average annual evapotranspiration rates occurs on pages 4-75 to 4-
76 of the Draft SEIS. In that discussion, it was concluded that a plausible range of "steady-
state" annual evapotranspiration values for Crescent Valley was 14,100 to 14,700 acre-
feet/year. This range was thought to be a reasonable representation of conditions prior to
the onset of Pipeline Mine dewatering in 1996 and was used in the calibration of the steady-
state ground water flow model (Geomega 2003a, Table 4-3). The value of ground water
evapotranspiration shown on Table 4.3.1 (15,100 acre-feet/year) corresponds to conditions
in 2001, as simulated with the calibrated ground water flow model (Geomega 2003e, Table
4-7). Given that the ground water flow system of Crescent Valley was not in equilibrium in
2001, it is expected that the rate of ground water evapotranspiration at that time would be
slightly different than the rate estimated for "steady-state" conditions. Thus, Table 4.3.1
and the Draft SEIS are consistent regarding the matter of estimated average annual
evapotranspiration rates.

Contrary to the comment, the Draft SEIS does not present water budget information with
"significant potential, unexplained errors." The cited study by the U.S. Geological Survey
(Berger 2000), showing that estimated evapotranspiration within Crescent Valley varies
from 19,600 to 37,100 acre-feet/year, actually lists those values for two different points in
time; 1989 and 1995, respectively. The difference between the two estimated values is not
due to unexplained errors; rather, it is attributed to changes in observed plant densities over
the intervening six years, as explained in the Draft SEIS (page 4-75).

C-13

The discharge rate of a spring hydraulically connected to a water table aquifer depends
upon the difference between the head in the aquifer in the vicinity of the spring and the
elevation of the spring's discharge point. In general, the aquifer head in the vicinity of a
spring is variable, but it must be greater than the spring's discharge elevation for flow to
occur. Thus, a spring can be modeled as a fixed head boundary only as long as the aquifer
heads in the vicinity of the spring are above the spring's outlet elevation. If heads in the
aquifer drop below the spring elevation, the spring dries up and it ceases to act as a
boundary of the flow domain (Bear 1979).
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C-14

—

water [eature is hydraulically connected to the aguifer affected by drawdown.” (SEIS,
page 4-81). [fthe surface water feature is hydraulically connected to the aquifer, by
definition, #ts” head equals the head in the aguifer. If the modeling includes such a
feature as a boundary, it would be modeled as a boundary at that point and the head
would be held constant. Since most springs are not modeled as boundaries, the head in
the springs will not hold the modeled head constant. But, any seep or spring emanating
from a water table will be affected by any change in the head unless it depends on
perched water. Thus, the proper way to handle this threshold is as follows. Htreams and
perennial springs and seeps that are connected to the regional water table should be
modeled as boundaries (the RIVER module or the DRAIN module in MODFLOW) so
that the decrease in flow can be estimated. The threshold for potential impacts to other
springs, seeps, ephemeral streams and wells should be 5 feet. This recommendation
would also be conservative to the resource because of the huge uncertainty in the
prediction.

Mitigation measure 4,3.3.3,1-2h calls for the development of a well next to a spring that
ceases to flow due to dewatering drawdown. Please explain how installing a well, which
by definition will remove water from the local storage in the aquifer, will allow the spring
10 Ever recover.

The proposed action and alternatives (except complete backfill) will result in more than
1000 affy of evaporation forever. This is an exceptional waste of water in a desert.
Cortez musl have water rights for this loss. The following passage suggests that Coriez
oay retire water rights to offset the evaporative lnss

The Crescent Valley Hydrographic Area is classified as a designated basin by the
Nevada State Engineer and the withdrawal and use of ground water is regulated.
Evaporalive lusses may be treated as a consurnplive use and accounted as a water
right a1 the discretion of the Nevada State Engineer. The resulting annual volume
of water is comparable to the annual water use allowed for a land parcel of
equivalent area placed under irrigation. Since CGM holds senior certificated
water rights for both agricultural and mining/milling uses in Crescent Valley,
replacement of evaporative pit lake loss with a certificated water right would
result in no net gain in permitted ground water withdrawal or consumptive use
from Crescent Valley. The transfer of these waler rights to offset the evaporative
losses from the pit lake would render the impacts on water rights insignificant.
SEIS, page 4-97

Does Cortez plan to use its water rights for this evaporative loss? It is taking an action
now that requires a water rights transfer; the State Engineer should not be faced with a
filling pit lake when asked to transfer the water rights. The SEIS acknowledges that “the
long-term consumptive use of water resources that do not contribute to beneficial use is
considered to be a significant impact for which there are no miligation measures that
appear to be feusible.” (SEIS, page 4-116). I is not legal to permit a water right transfer
to a use that is not beneficial. Please provide more discussion about this. Please address

The "proper way" to model seeps and springs is open to interpretation, and
partly depends upon the amount and consistency of flow from the spring in
relation to the scale of the model. Seeps and springs with very low or zero
discharge in a regional model can have little or no significance on the ground
water balance, and thus may be neglected (Bear 1979; Anderson and Woessner
1992). Similarly, if a seep or spring emanates from a small, isolated mountain
block that is not connected to the water table aquifer, it will have no effect on the
ground water balance of the flow domain. Many of the monitored seeps and
springs in the southern part of Crescent Valley, including those in the East Valley
group, typically have flows of less than five gallons per minute (less than eight
acre-feet/year) and are frequently dry. Hence, in context of the regional ground
water flow model's steady-state water budget (in/outflow at approximately
19,000 acre-feet/year), it is reasonable to neglect the discharge from these
springs and not include them as boundaries of the model.

Also see the responses to Comments B-5 and B-6.
C-14

The wells mentioned in Mitigation Measure 4.3.3.3.1-2b would be pumped at
appropriate rates "to restore the historical yield of the spring." Since the
potentially impacted springs in the East Valley Group have generally yielded
less than five gallons per minute of flow, any corresponding drawdown from the
mitigation well(s) would be very small. After the time of maximum drawdown
extent has passed, natural replenishment of aquifer storage will cause the
regional water table to rebound. Eventually, the rising water levels will
overcome the negligible drawdown of the mitigation well(s), and the flow of the
spring will recover.

C-15
The quote attributed to page 4-116 is actually on page 4-115.

Retirement of water rights or acquiring the appropriate permits to offset
evaporative losses from pit lakes can be done with the approval of the Nevada
State Engineer. This would not need to occur until the actual evaporative loss
begins to occur. The Nevada State Engineer has stated that CGM has sufficient
water rights to operate the Project as proposed. See Comment A-1.
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C-16

C-19

how (his evaporative Joss in perpetuity is in the public interest as required by Nevada
water law.

The BLM concluded that subsidence, which may be as much as 2 feet up to 4 miles
southeast of the mine, will not significantly affect the aquifer properties in the region
(SEIS, 4-103, 104). The BLM must remember that an aquifer is a water bearing
lormation that is sufficiently permeable to allow the transmission of water in usable
quantities. Diecreases in that permeability render an aquifer less usable. The BLM did

not adequately document its conclusion that subsidence would not affect the aquifer in
the SEIS. The fact that the BLM considers the fissures that form due to the subsidence 1o
be significant (SEIS, page 4-104, 105) further raises questions about changing aquifer
properties, The final SEIS should include predictions fur the changes in hydraulic
conductivity so that the reader can assess whether these effects are significant.

Ag stated above, the BLM concluded that the fissures could be signifieant, but the
mitigation plans are mappropriate and may exacerbate the situation. As stated (SELS,
page 4-105) a fissure provides # preferential flow pathway, a shortcut for contaminants to
reach the groundwater. But mitigation measure 4.3.3.3.1-7a is that fissures “shall be
filled in with clean, coarse-grained alluvium in accordance with the fissure monitoring
plan. The intent of using coarse-grained (permeable) backfill is to provide a rapid means
of dissipation for any surface water entering the fissure.” (SEIS, page 4-105). Rather
than dissipating the water, filling the fissures with gravel wilt prevent the water from
running off, potentially capturing water io drain into the fissure. It essence, the design
would create a type of French drain, Mitigation measure 4.3.3.3.1-7a will actually
enhance the movement of contaminants to the groundwater.

Additionally, a gravel bed may filter the sediments that would ultimately close the
fissure. Thus, flow into the fissure may occur for a much longer time period.

The BLM must also analvze the potential for the fissures near the pil to cause a slide of
the pit walls into the pit. ‘This could occur after the pit lake begins to form and
groundwater levels being to approach pre-mining levels; water in the fissures could exert
pressure that causes further slippage along the fissure line.

Water Quality

The discussion in the SEIS regarding water quality at the infilration basins is completely
wrong and misleading. The monitoring data shows substantial groundwater degradation
due to both the leaching of TDS and nitrates. The SELS fuils to discuss this and states:

Despite similar chemistries in the background alluvial ground water and the water
preduced by apen pit dewatering {Geomega 2002a), the ground water near each
of the infiltration sites (Highway, Filippini, Rocky Pass, I'rome, and Windmill)
injtially showed increased concentrations of TIDS and constituent analytes
followed by a gradual decline to background conditions (Geomega 2002a).
This trend is due to the dissolution of naturally occurring minerals, such as

C-16

Contrary to the comment, the BLM did not conclude in the Draft SEIS that
subsidence would not affect the aquifer. Instead, it was stated as follows: "A small
change in aquifer characteristics is expected to result from compaction of the
aquifer materials... the subsidence would result primarily from a permanent
reduction in porosity in the finer grained sediments (clays and silty clays), which
are not the primary water-bearing materials in the alluvial aquifer." (Draft SEIS,
page 4-103).

The conclusion that this would not significantly affect the potential for the aquifer
to transmit or store water (Impact 4.3.3.3.1-6) was based, in part, on conservative
modeling results (Geomega 2003a), which were cited and described on pages 4-
102 and 4-103 of the Draft SEIS. The modeling results showed that, for the entire
Proposed Action, only about one percent of the volume of water stored in the
upper 100 feet of saturated basin fill deposits within Crescent Valley would be
removed from storage, primarily in finer grained sediments, by the end of mining
in2013.

The comment suggests that there is a potential for earth fissues to change aquifer
properties. However, in reality, the earth fissures that have been observed in
Crescent Valley typically occur in the shallow soil profile (above the water table),
have very small apertures (less than one inch), and collectively occupy only a
very small area in relation to the total aerial extent of the aquifer (Amec 2003).
Thus, they would not be expected to appreciably affect the basin fill aquifer's
hydraulic properties.

C-17

Mitigation measure 4.3.3.3.1-7a is designed to work in conjunction with the
existing surface drainage control measures that have been implemented by CGM.
The intent of the mitigation measure is to minimize development and surface
migration of the fissure gullies.

There are two important factors in the development of appropriate defensive
measures for earth fissures. The first is to recognize the process as one that is
dynamic with the initial formation of fissures potentially being the result of
deformation along each earth discontinuity. The second is the recognition that the
greatest risk from earth fissures is the potential for serious earth fissure erosion
not the formation of enhanced contaminant pathways. Serious erosion has the
potential to compromise the primary containment systems. First and foremost,
the defensive strategy must be to prevent serious erosion. With these systems
intact, the source of contaminants is removed from the pathway equation. As a
result, the earth fissures capture only a limited amount of surface runoff from the
immediate vicinity of the fissure that is not captured by the surface runoff
diversion structures.
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In order to prevent the re-formation of an earth fissure at the surface, cohesionless
earthen materials must be employed. If clay-rich, low permeability soils were used,
the fissure could easily reform at the surface once more horizontal ground
displacement is experienced. This is the reason why gravels are employed to backfill
earth fissures. It should also be recognized that the principal Windmill earth fissure
field is protected by a geomembrane liner, placed in a corridor that houses the
dewatering pipelines. This liner minimizes any capture of either dewatering water
lost through a line breach, or surface water runoff from entering the fissures. Both the
dewatering water and the runoff are not contaminant sources. Systems such as the
vertical intercept are capped with a blanket of low-permeability materials. This
capping system is employed to minimize infiltration, and should encourage sealing
once ground deformation ceases.

C-18

Open pit slope failures are generally controlled by one or more of the following four
parameters: the stress conditions in the open pit slopes, including the effects of
ground water; the geological structure, in particular the presence of large scale
features; the pit geometry; and the rock mass strength. Failure modes in rock slopes
are of a wide variety. The most common slope failure appears to be rotational shear
failure. Rotational shear failure in a large scale slope involves failure both along pre-
existing discontinuities and through intact rock bridges, but where the overall failure
surface follows a curved path. Should fissures occur in an area that would be mined,
the fissure planes would have similar properties to the preexisting structural fabric of
the rock in the open pit slopes. In addition, the geometry of the fissure planes would
not promote a rotational shear failure.

C-19

The Proposed Action does not include any modifications to the ongoing dewatering
water infiltration activities. Potential impacts from the infiltration activities were
addressed in the Pipeline Infiltration Project EA. Please refer to Section 4.1.2.2 of the
EA (pages 4-1 through 4-9) for a discussion on the potential impacts. Since the
Proposed Action does not modify the permitted infiltration operations, the SEIS does
not provide an exhaustive discussion of the infiltration basins operations; however,
the SEIS does provide a concise discussion of the infiltration basins operating
conditions on pages 4-179 and 4-183 of the Draft SEIS.
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C-20

C-21

caleite, magnesite, gypsum, and halite in the satine alluvial svil beneath the
infiltration sites. (SLIS, page 4-181, emphasis added)

Great Basin Mine Watch commissioned a study of this depradation and presents it as part
of this comment set. {See attached). The report, along with a complaint and request for
investigation, was filed with the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection on July

13, 2004. The results of the study did not show a “gradual decline to background
conditions™. Rather, the data indicates that the degradation continues at Rocky Pass,
Frome, Windmill 1, 11, and V, and includes no indication that concentrations will soon
recaver (o standards or background. 'The Highway site does not show substantial
problems. The Filipini site, which is no longer used, continues to have very high
concentrations. In addition to salts, nitraies have recently been shown to be degrading the
ground water at some of the sites. For TDS, 393 obscrvations exceeded 1000 mg/] - 84
were between 2008 and 5000, and 36 were between 5000 and 10,000 mg/). Five of the
observations exceeded 10000 mg/l. For nitrate, 310 observations exceeded 10 mp/l, 87 of
the observations exceeded 100 mg/l, and 5 of them exceeded 250 mp/l. Tables in the
report document these exceedances.

At a variety of the sites, as explained m the attached complainl and report, the
exceedances violate state drinking water standards for nitrates and salts by 4-6 times.
These ongoing exceedances of state water quality standards constitute illegal degradation
of groundwater under Nevada law. BLM's regutations plainly provide that all mining
operations "shall comply with applicable Federat and State water quality standards.” 43 CFR §
3809.420(b)(5). Further, under BLM regulations the "faillure] to compiy with . . . Federal and
state laws related to environmental protection” is considered "ynnecessary or undue
degradation," which pursuant to the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), 43
U.S.C. § 1732(b), the BLM is required 1o prevent. 43 CFR §§ 3809.5 and 3R09.411. Failure
to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation mandates rejection of a mining plan of
operations. "If there Is unmecessary or undue degradation, it must be mitigated, If
unnecessary or undue degradation cannot be prevented by miligating measures, BLM is
required to deny approval of the plan. 43 CFR 3809.0-3." Kendall's Concerned Area
Residents, 129 IBLA 130 {1994). Here, BLM has failed in the DEIS to address these
ongoing violarions of state law,

The SEIS indicutes that continued discharge to the basins is not a significant impact of
the proposed action because the discharye will be just a continuation of previously
approved activities and beeause the degradation is temporary. “Temporary ncreases in
solute concentrations that result from dewatering system discharge to the allitvial aquifer
through infiliration basing have been demonstrated to be short lived and insignificant in
terms of Jong-term water quality at the Project Area (Geomega 1998b; MLM 1999), and
will not be evaluated further in this document.” (SEIS, page 4-187). To the contrary, the
continued use of the RIBs will lead to the continued leaching of salts and nitrates into the
groundwater. It is therefore essential that the BLM conduct and present in the SEIS a
complete fate and transpor! analysis of the leaching of both salt and nitrate, The analysis
must includc an estimate of the total load leached and maps of the current and the final
extent of both the TDS and nitrate plume.

C-20

See response to Comment C-19. The current permitted infiltration system has been
fully reviewed and approved by NDEP (Pipeline Project Water Pollution Control
Permit NEV93109 approved on March 5, 1996 and renewed on August 27, 2001)
and thus complies fully with applicable state water quality requirements. Therefore
this is not a violation of state law nor an unnecessary or undue impact. Moreover, at
the point of discharge, water from the dewatering systems meets all drinking water
standards. Leaching of solutes from the previously unsaturated zone results in a
transient increase in TDS, chloride, and sulfate concentrations. The transient
increase does not have the potential to degrade waters of the state due to its
temporary nature and localized extent.

When considering the effects of ground water recharge (artificial or natural) on
ground water quality, it is important to recognize that introduction of water into an
aquifer is necessarily accompanied by the introduction of solutes, including solutes
present in the recharge water and solutes mobilized by the interaction between
recharge water and the aquifer matrix. Any introduction of water into an aquifer via
natural recharge, surface infiltration, injection, agricultural irrigation, septic fields,
etc. will modify aquifer chemistry at the point of discharge. Similarly, installation,
development, and production from ground water wells for consumptive use also
results in at least a temporary modification of local ground water quality, often
referred to as “well shock.” In the arid environment of Crescent Valley, the addition
of solutes is counteracted to some degree by the removal of solutes through
evaporative losses from the aquifer; the process that creates evaporite salts in
unsaturated zone soils. Therefore, under any water management and recharge
scenario there will be areas of recharge where solute concentrations differ from other
areas where there is less recharge.

The interpretation of “temporary degradation of ground water” applied to
infiltration activities should necessarily be applied to any other form of recharge that
modifies ground water quality in the recharge area, when compared to the aquifer in
general. Such activities include non-mining related effects from crop irrigation,
domestic septic fields, and possibly natural recharge through the vadose zone. For
this reason, an interpretation that does not allow for localized and temporary
exceptions is clearly unreasonable because it would eliminate a/l legitimate forms of
aquifer recharge, well installation and water production, and associated water usage
and management.

Thus, an alternative interpretation already exists that recognizes the transient
influence of recharge on water quality in the aquifer as a whole, including effects on
water quality in the immediate area of recharge, and their potential impacts on
human and/or ecological receptors. The scale and location of the surface infiltration
facilities under the proposed Plan mandates ongoing water quality impacts. These
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C-22

C-23

C-24

C-25

C-26

A similar argument can be made for the heap leach pads and tailings factlities. Even
though the footprint will not be expanded, both the heap height and the length of time the
liper is in operation will be extended, thus mereasing the probability that there will be a
leak. Therefore, approval of this project increases the chance that leaks and groundwater
degradation will occur. The SEIS should, therefore, treat groundwaler degradation ffom
both the heap and tailinps as a potentially significant impact.

The pits will filt with groundwater afier the cessation of dewstering. As shown in Table
4.4.4, the water resulting after 100 years for most of the scenarios {various permutations
of pit lake number and size) will not be usable without substantial treatment. Fluoride,
arsenic and TDS will exceed primary drinking water standards; sulfate exceeds secondary
standards, and mercury and silver will exceed ambient standards. The SEIS claims that
evapoconcentration is the primary contributory to poor water quality. The evaporation,
as discussed above, also is a waste of water and not a beneficial use,

The pil lake will draw from the groundwater about 100,000 acre~feet of water to fill the
pit lake. Because of the water quality impacts just listed, this water will effectively
hecome unavailable for public (or even avian) use. Cortez must show that it has water
rights for this use, which is essentially consumptive. It should also show that the use is
beneficial. The BLM cannot permit a project that will cause a pit lake to form without
assuring that the water rights are available for & beneficial use of water.

The SEIS concludes that (77) sulfate concentrations will exceed secondary standards.
This suggests Lhal sulfide is present, and that the model relies on assumptions to assure
that there will not be periods of acidic waters. Interestingly, at the Cove Mine, there was
a significant difference between the model predictions and the water quality that in fact
occurred. Predictions at Cove were for sulfate concentrations to range near 300 mg/l.
Instead, however, concentrations exceeded 1000 mg/l. One potential problem is the rate
of reaction used in the model. Even if the acid neutralizing potential far exceeds the acid

generating potential of the rock (as suggested on page 4-190), if the neutralizing reactions

oceur slower than the generating reactions, there will be a period of acidity in the pit
lakes (or in the seepage through the waste rock). This could also occur if the water
encounters neutralizing rock before it encounters acid generating rock.  The kinetic
testing (SELS, page 1-197) does not adequately handle these reaction rate issues either;
this is because the initizl flush of acid could have passed before the samples were
gathered or been diluted or neutralized by subsequent leaching of neutralizing maierial.
The BLM should examine the model at Cove to determine what went wrong and apply
that knowledge to the modeling at Pipeline because it appears that there is substantial
suifide available for oxidation at Pipeline, as it turned out there also was at Cove.

Pit lake models have never been verified in the field. However, the document makes one
statement that sounds lke an attempt at verification. “The predictions for the Proposed
Action and alternatives at 20 years afier mining ceases, agree well with water quality
monitored in the Cortez pit lake afier 20 years (Geomega 2003a).” (8EIS, page 4-202).
This implies that Geomega modeled the Cortez pit lake. Aliernatively, it implies that

expected pit lake quality at Pipeling is similar to that at Cortez. If indeed the models treat

Data have identified only potential transitory exceedances of numerical water quality
standards for non-toxic constituents in the recharge zone. The comprehensive ground
water monitoring program that is already in place will provide a practical assessment of
potential degradation and impacts under the more realistic long-term interpretation,
which allows water quality criteria to be applied in a more reasonable context.

C-21
See responses to Comments C-19 and C-20.
C-22

Heap leach pads and tailings facilities are not similar to infiltration basins. Process
facilities are lined to keep process solutions and product contained. Infiltration basins
are designed to infiltrate clean water back into the aquifer.

The existing permitted heap leach and tailings facilities are required to be constructed
and operated consistent with NAC 445A, which requires that there are no permitted
discharges of process solutions. Should a leak occur at either facility, CGM would be
required by NDEP to assess the leak and take all necessary measures to correct the
malfunction of the facility in an effort to prevent degradation of waters of the state.

C-23

Evapoconcentration is the primary mechanism by which pit lake concentrations
increase, as solutes present in baseline ground water concentrate over time. However,
pitlake water quality will not be poor compared to other water bodies in Nevada. The pit
water will meet all standards for beneficial usage with the possible exception of
drinking water in the distant future.

The ambient water quality criteria for mercury and silver are not regulatory standards,
but are published comparative benchmarks. Predicted concentrations above these
benchmarks do not indicate a risk to ecological receptors, and ERAs evaluating water
quality conclude that future pit lake concentrations will not pose a risk to local wildlife
communities (Geomega 2004b). The text in Section 4.10 has been revised to
incorporate the results of the ERA. Also see response to Comment C-15.

C-24

The pit lake water will be of sufficiently good quality for all public and avian use with
the possible exception of drinking water in the distant future. The pit lake could be used
for a drinking water supply upon use of standard water treatment technology (e.g.,
water softeners, etc.). The State of Nevada can adjudicate that water usage in
accordance with issued water rights because the pit lake would be available for
beneficial use.
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C-25

The premise of this comment “that predicted sulfate concentrations in excess of the
secondary drinking water standard for sulfate indicate there is substantial sulfide available
for oxidation at Pipeline”is erroneous. The presence of sulfate at the Pipeline Mine is not
indicative of sulfide oxidation. Rather, evapoconcentration of ambient ground water and
leaching of sulfate minerals are the primary factors controlling predicted sulfate
concentrations in the ultimate Pipeline/South Pipeline pit lake(s). Hence, the low sulfide
lithology associated with the Pipeline Mine is substantially different from the lithology
and geochemistry of the Cove Mine.

Sulfide analyses were conducted on 80 samples representative of the Pipeline/South
Pipeline lithologic regime. A majority of the tested samples (50) contained no detectable
sulfide (less than 0.1 percent), and only one sample contained greater than one percent
sulfide (Geomega 2003d). Furthermore, comparison of sulfate concentrations in the
humidity cell effluent and background sulfate concentrations in ambient ground water
(Geomega 2003b) clearly indicate that most of the sulfate ultimately residing in the pit lake
will come from ambient ground water, rather than from the leaching of sulfate and/or
sulfide bearing wall rock material.

Additionally, an analog pit lake test was conducted to verify the model's predictions. The
field-scale analog pit lake test results were in agreement with the model's predicted sulfate
concentrations (Geomega 2003b).

C-26
There is no reference to the Cortez pit lake on page 4-202 of the Draft SEIS.

Contrary to the comment, sulfidic rocks do not occur in greater abundance in excavated
portions of the Cortez open pit than they do in the Pipeline/South Pipeline open pit area.
The lithology, climate, and hydrologic regime associated with the former Cortez pit lake
are similar to those associated with the prospective Pipeline/South Pipeline Expansion pit
lake(s). Hence, the water quality of the pit lake that formed in the Cortez open pit provides
areal world check on the model's predictions for the Pipeline/South Pipeline Pit Expansion
Project SEIS.

An analog pit lake test was used to assess the water quality resulting from leaching of
Pipeline/South Pipeline lithology by site ground water under field conditions (Geomega
2003b). The fact that the analog pit lake test results were in close agreement with the
model's predictions demonstrates that the model closely matches a set of field data not
used in the calibration process. Thus, the suggestion that the model and/or its components
have not been verified because they have not "accurately simulated the reactions in a pit
lake" is false.
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C-27

C-28

C-29

C-30

C-31

these lakes similarly, there would be a great reason for concem. There appears to be
more sulfidic rock in the Cortez Mountains. BLM should not use the Cortez pit lake to
verify the pit lake model for Pipeline unless it presents a model for that pit lake and
provides the same details for it as it does for Pipeline,

There are additional issues with validation, The SEIS lists a series of models used for the
pitlake model and then states: “Each of the described model components has been
validated previously through peer review and applied to similar predictions of post-mine
open pit water quality.” (SEIS, 4-196). That is an incorrect statement as applied here.
The models may accurately simulate the chemical reactions in a laboratory, however,
until they have accurately simulated the reactions in a pit fake, the models have not been

| validated.

For many ol the reasons just stated, the pit lake quality at steady state hydrology may not
represcrt the worst or most acidic conditions. Because of variable reaction rates, the
oxidation products could leach into the pit lake as it is forming and the neutralizing
products could follew. The pit lake could be substantially acidic for a period before

| being naturally neutralized.

[ Mitigation Measure 4.4.3.3.2, which calls for Cortez (o perform a risk anulysis if il plans
to stop at Stage 9, is not sufficient. Cortez may not have much advance notice as to
whether it will slop at stage 9 or not. As such, the risk analysis must be accomplished

| now based on the chemistry predicted for Stage 9.

[ There was harely any mention of the potential for through-flow in the pit 1o deprade
groundwater. The critical time will not be when the pit lake has filled and the backdill
has saturated, but when it is filling. It is likely that flow through the pit will occur if
water levels recover at variable rates around the pit lake. Additionally, even when the pit
lake is fully formed, there wilk likely he differing heads in the aquifers near the pit at
different levels. 1t will be very possible for the lake to be terminal while outflow occurs
L through one or more layers. This was not addressed in the document.

[ Irrigation with dewatering water at the Dean Ranch probably affects the water quality

there. Nevada state law appears {o exempt standard irrigation projects from some of the
groundwater quality regulations. However, this is nol a standard krripation project. It is
irrigation that is approved by the approval of this (and previous) environmental

Dean Ranch.
General comments

[ 1t CGM processes ore ai the exisling Cortez facility (SEIS, 3-1), then it must be added to
the project boundaries (SEIS, Figure 1.1.2, page 1-5). Reclamation requirements and

| bonding for this project should be extended to include the Cortez facility.

documents. For that reason, the BLM must require groundwater quality monitoring at the

C-27

As discussed in the response to Comment C-25, the lithologic regime associated with
the Pipeline/South Pipeline open pit area contains little to no detectable sulfides
(Geomega 2003b). Hence, acidity resulting from sulfide oxidation will not result in the
formation of a "substantially acidic" pit lake. The assertion that acidity resulting from
oxidation could leach into the pit lake prior to the introduction of neutralizing products
is false; ambient ground water in the open pit area has alkalinity concentrations in
excess of 250 mg/l (Geomega 2003b), and the resulting neutralization capacity is not
dependent on leachate kinetics. Hence, the lack of sulfide material and the existing
neutralization capacity of ambient ground water indicate that the pit lake will not be
acidic, even for a transitory period.

C-28

Maximum surface water concentrations of constituents resulting from the various
mining stages and considered alternatives, including Stage 9, were evaluated in an
updated ERA (Geomega 2004b), which concluded that the water quality in the
Pipeline/South Pipeline open pit is not likely to adversely affect wildlife that could be
attracted to the pit lake. Thus, water quality resulting from Stage 9 would not pose an
unacceptable ecological risk. Also see response to Comment C-23.

C-29

The potential for pit lake throughflow, as determined in the ground water modeling
study, was discussed on pages 4-202, 4-208,4-210,4-211,4-213,4-217,4-219, and 4-
220 ofthe Draft SEIS. Additional details are provided in Geomega (2003¢).

The comment asserts that the "critical time" for throughflow will be while the pit lake is
filling due to variable recovery rates in the aquifer surrounding the open pit. Only
under rare hydraulic circumstances would it be possible for some localized
throughflow to occur during open pit filling, and any such occurrence would be
transitory and the associated water would ultimately be recaptured and returned to the
pit lake. The ground water modeling study included the transitory period of open pit
filling during which heads in the surrounding aquifer recover and establish equilibrium
with the pit lake. Thus, the time period of concern mentioned in the comment was part
of the overall analysis, and no persistent pattern of potential throughflow was noted
except for those conditions already described in the Draft SEIS and supporting
documents (Geomega 2003a).

The possibility of throughflow conditions were checked for every layer in the model
intersected by the pit lake. Hence, the analysis accounted for the possibility of vertical
variability in potential ground water throughflow.
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C-32

C-33

C-34

Additionally, the SEIS mentions thet some roast ore will be shipped offiile for processing
(SEIS, page 4-15). Te be corplete, the SEIS most analyze the impacts (traffic, air
L pollution, eic.} of that shipping on the environment,

I the backfilled portion of the pit, the plan must inchude provisions w assure that shiding
of the backfilled material will not occur. The pit lake and groundwater lovel in the
back fill will not fikely be stable seasonally or annually due to changing infiltration and

| climate change. 1t is essential that the design mclude provisions to prevent sliding.

The SEIS specifies that the plan will mine 110 million tons of ore and 590 million tons of
waste rock, but also that it conld vary dependent on economic conditions. Is this the
maximum or could economic conditions dictate more mining as a result of this provision?
The SEIS must be based on the maximum smount that could be removed as part of this

approval.
Thank you for considering our comments.

Sincerely,
, r

"(_,—'L__L____,__i

Elyssa Roser’
Esecutive Director

Enclosed:
Pipeline Complaint to NDEP
Technical Memorandum re Pipeline Remfiliration Project Groundwater Contamination

C-30

The BLM’s approval of the Plan and issuance of the ROD are not approvals of irrigation,
but include approvals of conveyance of water across public lands to private lands. The
agricultural activities that are conducted by CGM at the Dean Ranch are a separate legal
land use that has the appropriate approvals from the Nevada State Engineer for the use of
ground water in agricultural irrigation.

C-31

The Cortez facility is a separate operation that has a current Plan and reclamation bond.
This facility is currently authorized to process ore and the Proposed Action would only
deliver ore to this currently permitted facility.

C-32

The transportation on public roads associated with the Proposed Action is a continuation
of the existing activities. Text has been added to the Section 2.6.8 to outline the extent of
the current transportation associated with the Project. The Proposed Action only extends
the time over which these uses of the public roads will occur.

C-33

The textin Section 3.1.3 of the Final SEIS has been revised to address this comment.

C-34

If CGM plans to mine additional ore and waste than outlined in the Proposed Action and
previous approvals, then the Plan would need to be modified.
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WESTERN MINING ACTION PROJECT

Roger Flynn, Esq., Nicole U. Rinke, Esq.

Jeffrey C. Parsuns, £5q. 505 Sonth Arlington Ave., Suite 110
2260 Baseline Rd., Suite 101A Reno, NV 893509

Boulder, OO 80302 {775) 3372977

(303) 473-9618 Tax (773) 337-2950

Fax (303) 786-8054 nevadamining@sbcglobal. net
wimap(@ige.oTg

July 13, 2004

Hand Delivered

Allen Biaggi, Intertm Director

Nevada Division of Environmentul Proteciion

333 W. Nye Lane, Room 138

Carson City, NV 89706-0851

RE: Complaint and Reeuest for Investigation — Pipeline Infiltration Project

Dear Mr. Biaggi,

On behalf of Great Basin Mine Watch {(GBMW) and the Western Shoshone

Defense Project (WSDP), Western Mining Action Project hereby files this complaint and

request for investigation regarding the Pipeline infittration Project {PIP) at the Pipeline

Mine. The Pipeline Mine, operated by Cortez. Joint Venture, is located in Crescent

Valley, approximately thirly-five miles southeast of Battle Mountain in Lander County.
The Mine extends below the water table and, thus, in order to maintain access to the ore,
requires the ongoing removal of groundwater that would otherwise flow into the open pit.

The removed water is pumped 1o several infiltration sites, via which the water is returned

to the sub-surface. See NDEP Fact Sheet, NEV93111 (Renewal) (2001).
The PIP is governed by WPC Permit NEV95111. The Nevada Division of

Environmental Protection (NDEP)’s Bureau of Mining Repulation and Reclamation

TVNL]

SANIA 10D ZA140)

INHWALVLS LOVJA] TVINGANOYIANYH TVININATddNS
LOH[Odd NOISNVIXH LId ANITddId HLNOS/ANITAdId



12-9

pdm STAS TEULI Y9901

(BMRR) most recently renewed ihe permit on August 28, 2001. The rencwed permit,
unless otherwise modified or revoked, will be in effect until September 11, 2006.

The PIP, as currently permitted, includes ten infiliration sites comprised of fifiy-
five infiltration basins and associated wells. The permit allows Cortez to discharge up to
30,067 gallons per minute (gpm). In 2003, Cortez pumped a total of 1.1 billion galtons of
water from below the ground, approximately scventy percent of which was discharged to
the infiltration sites. See Myers Report (attached), at 1.

Cortcz’s use of the PIP is likely to expand and continue as the Burcau of Land
Management just recently, on June 14, 2004, released the Draft Environmental
Supplemental Impact Statement for expansion of the Pipeline Mine. See BLM,
Pipeline/South Mipeline Pit Expansion, Draft Environmental Supplemental Impact
Statement {(May, 2004). The expansion would allow Coricz to extend the depth of the pit,
thus, increasing the need for future dewatering and continued use of the PIP. Id.

Already, even absent the expansion, Cortez’s average annual discharge of water to the
PIP has increased from 4,000 gpm to 24,000 gpm. See NDEP Fact Sheet, NEVY5111
(Renewal) (2001,

Because of the ongoing groundwater contamination and the likely future
contamination caused by the PIP, GBMW and the WSDP now [ile this complaint and
request for investigation. The attached technical report prepared by Dir. Tom Myers
{hereinafler “Myers Report™) details the contamination.! In brief, the report explains that

the infiltration basins at the P1P ars leachiny salts and nitrates that are present in the

! Dr. Tom Myers, the former Executive Director for GBMW, has a PhD in
hydralegy from the University of Nevadi, Rene and cxtensive experience with mining
and mine-related hydrology issucs. See Br. Tom Myers Resume (altached).
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shallow soil layers and carrying them into the underlying groundwater. As aresult, at
many groundwater wells in the area nitrates and TDS levels exceed drinking water
standards by more than several times. See Myers Report.

GBMW and the WSDP cach raisced concerns regarding groundwater
contamination as a result of the PIP in comments to NDEP regarding the draft permit
renewal in 2001.7 GBMW chose not o appeal NDEP’s renewal of the PIP at that time
because it was believed thal further recharge at the existing infiltration basins would not
increase the already existing degradation. See September 13, 2001 letter to NDEP from
GBMW. However, duta that have been collected since 2001 indicate that in fact the
degradation 1s conlinuing and, in some cases, increasing, See Myers Report, Again, with
the impending preposal lo expand the Pipeline pit, the concem for ongoing and future
contamination persists.

The degradation of groundwater the PIP is causing patently viclates Nevada's
strict prohibition against groundwater conlamination. NRS 445A.490 provides, in part,
that “no permit may be issued which authorizes any discharge or injection of fluids
through a well into any waters of the state . . . which would result in the degradation of
cxisting or potential underground sources of drinking water,”

This strict statutory mandate is reiterated in Nevada’s regulations. NAC
445A.424(1) provides, in part, that “[a] facility, regardless of size or type, may not
degrade the waters of the state to the extent that . . . (b) for ground water: (1) the Quality
is lowered below a stale or federal regulation prescribing standards for dnnking water.”

Groundwater, in turn, is defined as “all subsurface water comprising the zones of

* This compluint incorporates by reference any and all comments GBMW and the
WSDP have previously submitted to NDEP regarding the PIP,
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saturation, including perched zones of saturation, which could produce usahle water.”
NAC 445A.361. Nevada's regulations further provide that “degrade’™ means to alter the
physical or chenlical properties of or to cause a change in the concentration of any
substance in the waters of the state in violation of the standards established pursuant to
NAC 4454 424"

Nevada’s primary drinking water standard for nitrates is 10 milligrams per liter
(mg/l). NAC 445A.453 (adopting, in part, 40 CFR § 141.62). In groundwater wells at
the PIP, nitrate Jevels rcach as high as 200 mgA. See Myers Report. According to the
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), high Jevels of nitrates in drinking
water have been found to cause serious illness and death, pasticulatly in children, What
happens is {hat the body automatically converts nitrates to nitriles, which interfere with
the oxygen-carrying capacity of blood. Over the lotig-term, nitrates may also cause
durcsis, increased starchy deposits, and hemorrhaging of the spleen.3 Thus, the clevated
levels of nitrates present in groundwater as a result of the P[P clearly violate Nevada’s
prohibition agains! groundwater contamination.

In contrast to mitrates, Nevada does not have a pnmary drinking water standard
for total dissolves sclids (TDS), or salts. However, it recognizes a sccondary standard of
1,000 mg/l for TDS. NAC 445A.455(2). Notably, EPA’s secondary standard for TDS is
300 my/1. 40 CFR 1433, In groundwater wells at the PiP, TDS levels fur exceed both
of these standards, reaching as high as 5,000 mg/l. See Myers Report.

According 1o EPA, clevated lovels of TDS above 500 mg/1 affect the taste of

water and the water’s corrosive and scaling propertics, making it significantly less

* See FPA, Consumer Fact Sheet on Nitrates/Nitrites {visited July 6, 2004)
hitp/dwaw epa povisalewaler/contaminantsidw_contamfs/mitrates.himl.
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desirable as drinking water.* In addition, according o the United States Geological
Survey, water is considered highly saline if it contatns more than 10,000 ppm of
dissolved salts, moderately saline if it containg more than 3,000 ppm, and fresh only if it
contains less than 1,000 ppm of salt? In some regions of the United States, slightly
saline water is used for tasks like crop irrigation, but saltwater is not {it for human
consumption. Humans cannot drink salt water becatse thc_ kidneys can only make urine
that is less salty than salt water. Thercfore, to get rid of all the excess salt taken in by
drinking salt water, a person would have to urinale more waler than it consumed,
resulting in death by dehydration.”

In a desert state like Nevada, wherc freshwater is an enormous commodity,
allowing a private entity to turn what is otherwisc clean, drinkable water into undrinkable
saltwater belies common sense and this state’s strong policy in favor of protecting and
conserving all groundwater within the state. See NRS 534,020 (“All underground waters
within the boundaries of the State belong to the public” and “[i]t 1s the intention of the
Legislature, by this chapter, to prevent the waste of underground waters and pollution and
contamination thereof”).

NDEP’s promnpt attention 1o this matter is critical. First, as already explained,
Cortez is currently considering expanding the Pipeline pit and, thus, contimuing and
expanding the use of the PIP. Tn addition, although the affected groundwater is not

currently used for public drinking water supplies, there are several privately owned

4 See EPA, Secondary Drinking Water Regulations (visited July 6, 2004)
hittp:/iwarw.epa, govisafewater/consumenr/2ndstandards. himl.

* Bee USGS, Water Science for Schools - Saline Water (visited July 12, 2004)
http://ga. waler.usgs. gov/edu/saline himl.

® Sec Newlon, Ask a Scientist, Oceans and Saltwater (visited July 12, 2004)
http//www.newton.dep.anl. gov/askasci/biod9/biov94 16.htm|.
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domestic drinking water wells currently drawing from the affected aquifer. Several
owners of these wells have expressed great concern regarding the future quality of their
drinking watcr as a result of the PIP.

Further, it is reasonable to believe that as Nevada®s population increases, so will
the amount of water required for consumption. Nevada is the fastest growing state in the
nation. Nevada’s population increased by 12.2%, from 1,998,257 to 2,241,154 people,
between 2000 and 2003.7 Additionally, as explained by Dr, Myers, the data indicates that
the contaminants are likely moving off-site. See Myers Report. Thus, with the passage
af time, the range of the affected arca will probably also increase. It is NDEP’s duty to
protect the public interest and to prevent the degradation of existing or potential
naderground sources of drinking water. See NRS 445A.445. This duty cxtends to the
water that is currently being aflected, and the water that will likcly be affected, by the
PIP.

GBMW is a non-profit member-based organization that warks to protect the land,
air, people, and water of the Great Basin from the adverse impacts of mining, Tt has
members that live in the arca of the PIP that may need to rety upon the affected
groundwater for drinking water. WSDP is a non-profit arganization that works ta protect
and advocate for the rights of the Western Shoshone. The Western Shoshone people live
in the area of the PIP and likewise may need to rely upon the affected groundwater for
drinking water. In addition, the Western Shoshone believe that water is sacred and that

all waler is interconnected. Accordingly, hamm to the earlh’s waler, wherever it occurs,

? Sce U.S. Census Burean, Cumulative Estimates of Population Change for the
United States and States, and for Puerto Rico and Statc Rankings: Aprit 1, 200 to July 1,
2003 (visited July 13, 2004) htip://circ.census. gov/popesi/data/states/lables/NST-
EST2003-02.pdf.
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affects all waters of the carth. The PIP's harm to proundwater, therefore, offends a basic
tenant of the Western Shoshone’s long-held beliefs.

For the forcgaing reasons, GBMW and the WSDP hereby request that NDEP, in
response to this complaint, investigate the PIP and the groundwater contamination it 18
causing. GBMW and the WSDP request that NDEP prepare and submit a report to
GBMW and the WSDP regarding its findings and the action it plans to take to: (1)
ameliorate the existing contamination; and (2) prevent fulure contamination from the PTP.
Failuse to take sufficient action afler receiving this complaint may result in futore legal
action 5y GBMW and the WSDP to enforce Nevada's strict laws against groundwater
contamination.

GBMW and the WSDP thank you in advance for your prompt response and
concern regarding this manner. GBMW and the WSDP would be happy to mect with
NDEP to further discuss the problems associated with the PIP. If you have any questions

or would like 1o meet with GBMW or the WSDP please contact me at (775) 337.2977.

i
Suncerel i j
] \_% S : ! ! ‘a‘
Nicole Riffke ™~ :
Attorney for GRMW and WSDP

Ce:  Cortez Joint Venture
Pipeline Infiltration Project
HCG66 Box 1250
Crescent Valley, NV 89821-1250

-
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July 12, 2004

To:  Great Basin Mine Watch, Weslern Shoshone Defense Project

From: Tom Myers

Re:  Technical Memorandum: Pipeline Infiltration Project Groundwater
Contamination

Since the inception of the Pipeline Infiltration Project (PTP) in Crescent Valley, Great
Basin Mine Watch (GBMW) and the Westem Shoshonc Defunse Praject (WSDF) have
frequently documented ongoing water quality vielations. The primary concem has been
the high concentration of total dissolved solids (TDS) in monitoring wells at and
downgradient of the PIP. More recently, high nilrate concentration observations have
came to the aftention of the groups.

Both groups wrote strong letters regarding the renewal of the water pellution control
permit for this project in 2001, but did not appeal the permit. Water quality monitoring
data suggest the violations have continued since 2001.

During 2003, Cortez pumped for dewatering 1116.34 million gallons, or 1.1 billion
gallons, of water. Cortez uses some of the water for mining and milling ot uses it for
irigation at the Dean Ranch. However, Cortez discharged approximately 70.2% of the
2003 dewatering water to the infiltration systern.  The infiltration' system includes rapid
infiltration basins (RIB) designed to discharge the dewatering water to the basin fill
aquifer. Active sites include Highway, Rocky Pass, Frome and Windmill (Figure 1).

The purpose of this technical memorandum is to document the current state of
contamination at the PIP in Crescent Valley and discuss whether it is likcly to continue.
The memorandum also suggests additional work that should be done to predict whether
the contaminalion will continue and to determine where it may go.

The conclusion is that the P1¥ has caused and continues to cause TL)S and nitrate
contamination of area groundwater. Esscntizlly, salts and nitrates in the alluvial aquifer,
that were stable between the ground surface and the top of the water table, have been
leached by the discharge of the dewatering water to the water table.

Methods

Using quarterly and annual monitoring reports provided to the Nevada Division of
Environmental Protection (NDEP), I ploltcd hydrographs of two groundwater quality
parameters known to have high concentrations- total dissolved solids {TDS) and nitrates
(NO2 and NO3 as M) and water levels. 1 also preparcil a table showing zll violations up
10 the year 2003 to show the most recent violations. For TDS, the secondary standard 15
1000 mg/l, respectively, and for nitrate the primary standard is 10 mg/l. In this
memorandum, these standurds are referred to as maximum contaminant Jevels (MCLs).
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A qualitative analysis of trends and water levels is made to explain the contamination and
preslict whether it will continue.

Many of the monitoring wells have two screen levels, which are usually designated as “s”
for shallow and “d” for decp. A memorandum written by Cortez to NDEP' was the
source for the levels as used in this memorandum.

Results

Dischargs Water: The discharge water is pumped from the ground for dewatering and
discharged to the RIBs. The waler quality is generally good (Figure 2). TDS exceeds
the primary standard most quarters, but nitrate concentration, with one exceplion, 15 less
than 10 mg/l. Since the bepinning of 2002, it has been less than 0.1 mg/l. (Figure 2).
High TDS and nitrate concentrations observed in monitoring wells around the site
apparently result from the act of recharge rather than (he discharge water itself.

Background Water Quality: Background water quality is difficult to determine at some
of the sites because Corlez apparcntly did not install monitoring wells until it began
discharging. The Highway and former Fillipini sites commenced measurement carly and
have values that appear to be background. For TDS, the chservations were about 480
g/l and for nitrate, the observations ranged from 0.2 to 0.5 mg/l.

Violations: For TDS, 393 ohservations exceeded 1000 mg/] (Table 1) - 84 were between
2000 and 5000, and 36 were between 5000 and 10,000 mg/l. Five of the observations
exceeded 10000 mp/l. For nitrate, 310 chservations excesded 10 mg/l (Table 2), 87 of
the observations exceeded 100 mg/l, and 5 of them exceeded 250 mg/l.

The remainder of this scetion is a site-hy-site discussion of cach well clustet including the
data and an analysis of contaminant movement al the site.

! Memarandum w Miles Shaw, NV Divisian of Environmental Protection from Jim Collord, Cortez Jomt
Ventuge, dated July 25, 2001, Re: Cortez Joint Venture Pipeline Infiliration Project: Renewal of Water
Pollutiun control Permit NEV95111

TVNL]

SANIA 10D ZA140)

INHWALVLS LOVJA] TVINGANOYIANYH TVININATddNS
LOH[Odd NOISNVIXH LId ANITddId HLNOS/ANITAdId



6C9

pdm STAS TEULI Y9901

Figure 1: Lucation of the mine and infiltration sites in Crescent Valley

Discharge to Infiltration Basins
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Figure 2: Water quality of water discharged te rapid infiliratlon basins {RTBs).

28]

9 Y41LdVH)D

SINANINO)) OL dSNOdSHY ANV SINANINO)) JI'lTdNd



0¢€-9

pdm STAS TEULI Y9901

Rocky Pass

Mitraic and TDS concentration observations at Rocky Pass are high and increasing, The
nitrate conzentration at the deep screen at IM-18, located downgradient of Lhe site (and
between it and the Windmil] sites), increased from less than 20 mg/l in 1998 to more than
50 g/l oday (Figure 3). [n the same well, the TDS concentration first exeeeded 1000
m/l in 200 and has since continued incressing,  Water lavels in the shallow and deep
IM-18 parallel each other (Figure 4). The shallow screen spans from 38 1o 58 feet below
ground surface (bgs) and the deep screen spars from 98 Lo 128 feet bgs. Imtially, the
nitrate coneeniration was high in the shallow screen, but has decreased 1o close to zero.
The explanation for that decrease 1s thal vertical flow oveurs, leaching the nitrates 1o -
deeper levels. Apparently, nitrales and TDS leach and transport at different rates at this
sile. Tndications are that water quality at this well will continue 1o degrade with
continued infiltration.

IM-18 Rocky Pass Site i

TDS {mpfl}
Nitrate {mg/1}

OQct-86 Mar-87 Jul-68 Dec-80 Apr-01 Sep-02 Jan04 May-05

—e~Deep TS s~ Shallow T05
—=—Deep Nitrale  —— Shallow Nitrata

tigure 3: Water quality at well IN-18 at the Rocky Pass site,
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20

Depth to Water {ft)
s @

Oct-00 Apr-01 MNav-01 May-02 Dec-02 Jun-ud JBn-04

e IM-180 —a—IM-185

Tipure 4: Water level in feet below ground surface fur well IM-18 at Rocky Pass.

TM-18 shows the worst water qualily al the Rocky Flats site (Figure 3). Well IM-20 is
upgradicnt, screened over the range 137 to 157 feet, and bas a depth to groundwater of
near 120 feet. Water levels have not apparently been affected by the recharge, therefore
well IM-20 has not likely been affceted. Infiliration at Rocky Pass apparently moves
vertically with ease and may convey leached TDS and nilrate to deeper levels. This

could cxplain the refatively low concentrations observed in the shallow screens at the site.

Corlcy built the Rocky Pass 1T site half a mile south of the Rocky Pass site and further up
the valley floor toward the pass. During late 1999 and 2000, hoth TDS and nitrate
concentration observations exceeded MCL at IM-47 d and s, which lie directly under the
basin. The concentration ohsurvations have since decreased, Depth lo waler has been
increasing from 37 to 51 feet in the deep screen, but there is no data for the shallow
serecn.

Frome Site

Monitoring wells at the Frome site, IM 19 through 27, currently show that groundwater is
moderately degraded. The TDIS concentration peaked just after the basins were built.
Only weils IM-23 and -24 continue te be monitored, therefore, graphs have been
prepared for only those wells. At well IM-23 {(Figurc 5), the TDS concentration has
fluctuated hetween 1000 and 1500 mg/l sineg 2001 at both the shallow and deep levels.
In 1997, the TS concentration at IM-23 exceeded 2500 mg/l. At the IM-24 well, the
TDS coucentration at the shallow screen is around 1000 mg/l, but at the deep screen the
TNS concentration has trended up to 1500 mgyl (Figurc 6). Othur wells at the sitg, IM-26
and IM-27, had TDS concentration peak at greater thun 6800 mg/1 i Fchruary, 1998,
‘I'DS concentration decreased in succecding quarters, but these wells have not been
monitoredd since August 2001 . Concentration observations in all but IM-26d dropped

in
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below 1000 my/] prior (o the end of monitoring. Except for a few observations in 1998,
the nitrate concentration has been less than 10 mg/l.

Water level fluctuations have differed among wells. At well IM-23, the depth to water
was essentially the same at both the deep and shallow screen. However, for IM-24, the
levels vaned in paraiiel, but the depth to water in the shallow screen is greater than the
depth to water in the deep screen (Figure 7). This indicates (here is a gradient directed up
at this peint, 1/3 mile downgradient from the RIB. The shallow and deeper screen are
from 18 to 38 and 58 to 88 feet bgs, respectively. Because the well is downgradient fram
the RIB, the upward gradient should not prevent seepage. The presence of an aguitard
that prevents deep scepage or high vertical anisotrapy would cxplain the gradient. BEither
wauld cauge rapid lateral movement from the site. The rapid drop in TDS concentration
may alsc be a result of the rapid offsite mavement of water.

The concentration peals vceurring just after the cammencement of recharge also confirm
the likelihood of flows moving offsite. The wells are from 1000 to 2500 feet
downgradient from the RIB and flow with high TS concentrations apparcnily moves
quiclkly from the RIRs to the moniloring well.

IM-23 Frome Site

TDS {mgfl)
>
2
Nitrate {mg/l}

§ ;& 3 Er
Oct-85 Mar-87 Juk98 Dec-09 Apr-01 Sep-01?2 Jan-04 May-05

—+—Ceep TS e Shallow DS
—mDeep Nitrate s« Shaliow Nitrate i

Figure 5; Water quality at well IM-23 Frome site
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1M-24 Frome Site
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F:gurr: 6 W:uer quality at IM-24 Frome site
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Fu,nrc T Water levels at IM-24 Frome site

Windmill Sites

The Windmill Infilration site lics from 3 to 4 miles south of the open pit and about a
half-mile closer to the pit than the Rocky Pass site. There are four separate clusters of
RIBs known as Windmill I, IL IV and V.
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Both TDS and nitrate concentrations have and continue to exceced the MCL in weils M-
28 and IM-29 (Figure 8). The TDS cancentration in IM-28 trends up. The nitrate
cancentration in TM-29 trends down. However, cven with the downward Lrend, the
nitrate concentration still excceds MCL by four times and has reached as high as 150
mg/l. At IM-30 d, the TDS concentration exceeded MCL by a little and the nitrate
concentration exceeded MCL by four Lo six times (Figure 9).

Water levels in IM-28, IM-29, IM-30 s and d parallel each other (Figurc 10}. The water
Jevels at IM-30 s and d are essentially the same indicating that vertical flow occurs.
Thus, water flows to deeper levels and the increased TDS coneentration st the deep
screen indicates that lcached salts reach decper groundwater at this point.

At Windmill II, only the nitrate concentrations at IM-40 and IM-41 have substantially
exceeded MCL (Figure 11). These arc screened from 68 to 88 fect bgs or at
approximately the same level as the deep screens with high nitrate concentrations a
Windmill T.

Windmill |

470
3500 §
aoan 4
2500
2000

TOS (magfl)

1500
1000
500

Mitrate (mail}

Qet-85 Mar-97 Juk-98 Dec-89 Apr-01 Sep-02 Jan-04 Mey-05

——TDS ﬂ_'-_ga - TDS IM-28 —».-NO3 IM-28 ——e— NO3 M29

Figure 8: Water quality at Windmill 1, IM-28 and IM-24
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DS {mgfl)
Nitrate {mg/f)

s
]

Deep TOS . Shallow TOS
Deep Mitrate = Shallow Milrate :

Figure 9: Water quality at 1M-30, Windmill |

r Windmiil )
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Figure 10: Water fevels at Windmill T.
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[ windmill Il

Hitrate (magfi}

[_ — M40 _._m-uj

e

Figure 115 Mitvate bevels at Windmill IT, IM-44 and 41.

At Windmill IV, there have only been a few exceedences for TDS und none for nitrate.
The water ievel at the site for the well with data, IM-47d, has dropped from about 37 to

51 feet bygs.

Concentration observations in wells at Windmill V previously excecded MCL for both
TDS and nitrate, but most have now trended back into compliance. The exception is TM-
51, which lies between Windmill V and Rocky Pass. At IM-51 Ihe nitrate concentration
remains more than twenty limes MCL at greater than 200 mg/l and TDS remains over
2000 mg (Figure 12). The concentration of both TDS and nitrate at the decp sereening
level is very high. Nitrate and TDS concentration observations have trended down from
ahout 270 ty 230 and from 3500 1o about 3000 mg/l, respectively, since 1999. Nitrate
and TDS currently cxeced MCL by 23 and 3 times, respectively, Water lavels at this
paint are about 100 feet higher than the pre-mining level and less than 20 feet below the
surface {Figure 13).
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( M 51 Windmili v

1 200
150

100

TDS {mgil)
Nitrate {mg/l)
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Ocl-95 Mar-07 Jul-68 Dec-9% Apr-01 Sep-02 Jan-04 May-05

(—;— TDS Deep & - TDS Shallow!
| —m— NO3 Deep  —+— NO3 Shailow|

Figure 12: Water quality at IM-51 between Rocky Fass and Windmill V.

PO,

IM-51 Windmill V

Depih to Water (ft}
&

st r T

Qch-00 Apr-01 Hov-01  May-02 Dec-02 Jun-03 Jan-04

—a— Decp Well —s— Shallow We_.ll

Figore 13: Watcr levels at IM-51 between Rocky Pass and Windmill V.
Highway lofiltration Sites

The TS concentration at 1M-02 has mostly remained steady at values similar to the
discharge values and nitrate concentration has mostly remained below 1 mg/l (Figure 14).
All of the menitoring wells at the Highway site have maintained water quality betler than
MCL. The only exception was the TDS concentration reaching 1360 and 2050 mg/,
respectively, at IM-U4 in January and April, 1997,

11
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IM-02 Highway Inf. Site

TDS {mogi)
Nitrate (mg/)

Oct-98 Mor-D7 JLGE Tee-08 Ap-D1 Sep-D2 Jan-04 May-03

Eas__'+ Nitrale |

Higure 14 Waler quality at TM-02, Highway Site

1M-35 is downgradiient about 1/3 mile from the Highway basins. TDS concentration
observations in IM-33s exceeded MCL by six times in 1998 but by 2001 had fallen back
o less than MC'L (Figure 15). There was onc violation in 2003. TDS and nitrate
concentrations in IM-35d remained low. ‘There is apparently lateral flow ak the higher
Jévels, which decreases the concentration of nitrates and TDS. [Unforiunately, there is
insnfficient water level data to analyze the fluctuation of water level in detail. Thereis
apparently no flow hetween aquifer layers beneath the Highway Site, which would
transport Jeached solids; the water levels would reveal whether there is an upward
gradient.]
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Figure 1;Water quality at IM-35, Highway site

Fillipini Site

Discharge at the Fillipini site ceased in 1999 and the site hus been reclaimed. Water
quality trends at this site are quite interesting. For well IM-15, TDS peaked in 1998 and
then drapped, briefly, to less than 1000 mg/l (Figure 16). Since then it has increased
every quarter to excesd 5000 mg/l in 2003. The nitrate concentration remained low until

the beginming of 2001 when it began steadily increasing to approximately 35 mg/l, or
ahout three times the MCL.

IM-15 Fillipini Site
7000 50
45
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E" 4000 B g
E 25 =
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- =
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1000 #

imiied e B )

Cct-95 Mar-97 Jul-88 Dec-88 Apr-01 Sep-02 Jan-04 May-05

'+ TDS —a-- Nitrate |

Figure 16: Water quality at IM-15, Fillipini site
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[M-10 appears ta be upgradient of other wells at the Fillipini site. It is not a good
background well, however, because the TDS conecntration has trended upwards from
500 o 600 mg/ {Figure 17) and the depth to water has beea increasing (Figure 18).
Water levels at all the other wells in the arca have remained relatively constaat.
Dewatering drawdown has apparently impacied TM-10 but not the remaining wells.

That the water levels have remained steady even though reinliltration at the site ended in
1999 suggests one reason that TDS concentrations have remained high. The mound has
not dispersed and there’s been no additional water added to dilute the water, Cortez
claimns that from six to twelve pore water volumes are required to completely leach salts
and to begin 1o dilutr the roeeiving water, This does not explain the increase in nitrate
concentration, which hegan two years after reinfiltration ceased.

The wells with high concentratinns at Fillippini are directly under the site and clearly
indicate a plume. Just east of Fillipini is well 1Z-20 and south is IZ-18; neither of these
wells appears Lo be affected by the plume. Unfortunalely, there is no data concerning
screen levels for these wells. The water level through the site is flat. That the TDS
cancentration has fluctuated indicates there is flow and contaminant transport. The
Highway site about a mile west and upgradient of Fillipini has caused a substantial
mound and increased the gradient towards Fillipini. This should cause flow through
Fillipini and subsequent mavement of contaminants dowogradient.

IM-10 Fillipini Site

900 7
800 &
700
= 60 ¥
% sug 4 E
400 2
I% 300 °2
3

Ead

Oct-95 Mar-97 JuFSE Dec-58 Apr-0i Sep-02 Jan-04 May-05

—e— TDS —=m— Nitrate

Figure 17: Water quality at IM-10, Flllipini site.
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Figure 18: Waier levels at the Fillipini site
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Conceptaal Modet

Cortex discharges dewatering water with relatively good water guality to the RIBs.
Chgerved TDS concentrations tange belween 500 and 600 mg/l and nitrate concentrations
are close 1o zera. High concentrations found in the monitoring wells are not caused by
the quality of water in the dewatcring water. High concentrations result from leaching of
these constituenls from the soils above the screen in the monitoting well. The following
conceptual model describes the behavier of flow beneath the RIBs,

The PIP utilizes a series of RIBs for water recharge. A RIB is a pond desipned for
maximum infiltration through the bottom te recharge dewatering water to the unconfined
basin fill aguifer. Water discharged to the RTRs ponds which creates sufficient head
{pressure) lo cause the water to infiltrate through the bottom of the RIB. The water flows
vertically downward until it reaches an impedance such as an aquitard or region with high
verlival anisotropy. An aquitard will cause the flaw to begin to pond. Ponding increases
head on the aquitard, which will increase the pradient through the aquitard thereby
increasing flow through the aquitard. Ponding will also cause a horizontal gradient which
will drive flow horizontally. The zone of saturation on top of an aquitard is a perched
waler aguifer. [t does net appear that porched zones huve furmed at Pipeline because
there 15 no evidence of a satnrated zone that is separated from an ambient water table.

At the PIP, groundwater mounds have formed an top of the pre-existing water table As
the vertically flowing water reaches the waler Lable, it ponds. This ponding is a
groundwater mound. Water in a groundwater mound is ¢learly groundwater and not
vadose zone water. The Handbook of Hydrology defines the vadosc zone as “the
partially saturated region between the ground surface and the water table.™ The creation
of a mound raises the waler table and decreases the thickness of the vadose zone. The
mound establishes a gradient which causes flow to move horizontally.

High ventical anisotropy also causes horizantal flow. Vertical anisotropy is the ratio of
horizontal conductivity to vertical conduclivity. Horizontal conductivity usually exceeds
vertical conductivity, which means that that the media is more conducive to horizontal
flow than it is to vertical flow. Bencath the water 1able, high vertical anisotropy limits
mixing of water among layers. When tic driving force is vertical, as it is for infiltrating
water beneath a R1B, the water still flows vertically but also disperses horizontally.
Ultimately, then, the foolprint of water reaching the water table is larger than the area of
the RIB. If several basins adjoin cach vlher, it is possible that there will be averlap
among basins, which will increase horizontal flow away from the entire site and the size
of the footprint of the entire site. The herizental flow advcction increases the soil volume
fram which salt and nitrate may be lcached.

*Smith, L. and 5.W. Whealcralt, 1992, Groundwater Flow, In Maidmenz, D.R. {editor in chicd), 1992
Handbook of Hydrslopy MeGraw-11501, New York
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Flow through previeusly unsaturated soil will leach both TDS and nitrate from that sail,
A recent study’ published in Se/ence indicates that arid sotls present a vast reservoir of
nitrates that may be leached by significant water flow through the soils. The authors
found nitrate concentrations at 2004 mg/1 in the zone beneath the root zone. They
hypathesize that the rare wet periods cause sufficient waier to leach nitrate, along with
chinrides, from the surface soil 1o the subsoil beneath the root zone. The absence of
frequent water leaching below the root Zone and biologic activity (due te a lack of
arganic material) stabilizes nitrates and decreases denitrification. Infiltrating water from
anthropegenic source, such as the RTBs at the Pipeline Mine, may leach TDS and nitrate
from this vasi peol.

Thus, waler infiltrating from the RIBs either causes perched aquifers or mounds on the
water table with poor water quality due to the leaching of salts and nitrates. This would
be the case when vertical flow is limited. If vertical mixing oceurs, the contaminants mix
into the water table. At the PIP, most well screens are only in the mounds, therefore it is
impossible to know the impacts on ambient groundwater, However, it is likely that
standard diffusion and advection is causing ? would cause the contaminants to spread te a
deeper level of the aquifer. As advection occurs, the total mass of contaminants will be
spread aver a larger volume. By definition, mass/volume, the concentrations will begin
to decrease as a result of the advection, However, the area of degradation will have
ETOWD,

The conceptual mode] proposed herein indicates that contaminants are moving offsite.
The data presented above also suggests downgradient movement from some of the RIB
sites. However, a detailed prediction of where the contaminants are maving and what
concentration will exist i the future at specific locations would require a detailed fate
and transport model of the entire PIP.

Peer-Reviewed Journal Article

Cortez scientists and consultants have published a paper in a peer-reviewed journal
concerning the design of RIBs at the PIF*. . Nothing in the paper demonstrates that
degradation has not accurred or is not conlinuing ta occur across the site. Using
correlation analysis, the authors concluded that there is a better chance of having high
recharge rates at sites with higher depth to ambient ground water and thicker high

3 Michelle A, Walvourd, Frod M. Phillips, David A. Sionesirom, R. Dave Evans, Poter C. Hartsough, Brent
D. Newman, Robert G. Striegl, 2003. A Reservoir of Nitrate Dencath Desert Soils. Science 302:1021-24.
November 7, 2003,

® Fennemore, G.G., A. Davis, L. Goss, and AW, Warrick, 2001, A rapid screening-level method uptimize
location of infiliration ponds., Ground Water 39(2):230-238. The Corlez memo mentions this paper af least
atpages 11 and 22, The page 11 reference is to a WSDF comment that Corlez used "stale science™ in its
amalysis. The National Groundwater Asseciation received the paper December, 1999, aceepted 1t Augnst
2000 and published March, April, 200,
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permeability zones. The correlation included only he Rocky Pass, Frome and Filippini
sites, thercfore the authors did not even use all of the available data. Recause Rocky Pass
and Frome perlormed niuch better than Filippini and because the depth and suil
characteristics alsa differed substantially among the site, a high correlation was almast
guaranteed.

The authors also reporied on a successful calibration of the imsaturated flow model
HYDRUS-2D to the flow and transport characleristics at the Rocky Pass sile. As
discussed abave, Rocky Pass was a site with few TDS problems. The paper claims that
TS returns to background levels within six months.

The paper does not discuss the problems with high TDS at some of the sites. It does not
mention that seepage accurred downgradient from one of the sites ot discuss whether the
well data heing reported on are from the mound or below the ambient groundwalter lable.
In fuct, there is a gross crror in the puper because it provides a table of water chemistry in
the allevial wells existing before mining commenced, The table purportedly is an
average of all he wells shown en a figure of all the monitoring wells. Cortez reported in
the mema that most of these wells are screened only in the mound, therefore, it is not
possible that these represent pre-mining conditions.

Alternative Solutions

GRMW and WSDP have recommended for years that Cortez reinject dewatering water
into the bedrock aquifers in a ring around the pit. Because reinjenction would eliamte the
apportunity for the reinfilirated water to leach nitrates and salts from the shallow sail
layers, this would prevent the degradation that has otherwise been occurring with the
RIBs.

‘There are many examples of reinjection being used for water supply, or to recharge
depleted aquifers, to dispose of waste waters. These examples indicate that the
lechnolagy for reinjection is available and could be used for the disposal or return to the
groundwater of water removed to facilitate open pit mining at the Pipeline Mine, In
Nevada, it is commoen for geathermal waters to he reinjected mte the aguifer from which
they were removed. According to the EPA, there are 33 geothermal electric power wells
in Nevada, which reguire a Class V underground injection control permit. Much of the
water removed by coal-bed methane production wili be returmed {o the same aquifer by
injection wells. Las Vegas has used injection wells to try and recover the aquifers
underlying the city that were depleted during the first half of the 20" century. The
Ground Water Protection Council has published a bibliography of hundreds of examples
aof reinjection wells being used around the werld. This list can be found at:

hitp:fAarww. gwpe_org/Inj Well Bib/Bib01 htm#TABLE%200F%20CONTENTS.

Summary

Recharge of dewatering water and the subsequent leaching the reinfiltration has caused
has degraded groundwater quality for TDS and nitrates at most of the PTP recharge sitcs.
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Many concentration observations since 1996 have exceeded standards. This degradation
continues at Rocky Pass, Frome, Windmill I, IT, and V and there i5 no indication that
concentrations will soen drop back to standurds. The Highway sitc does not show
substantial problems. The Filipini site, which is no longer used, continues to have very
high cancentrations. Cerlez claims that the violations are lemporary, but the data
sugpests otherwise.
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Table 1+ Tablo of TDS water quality data (mg/l) by date, well and site. Vahucs in bold equal or exceed 1600
mg/l.

Highway Infiliralion Site

I [ M-
Date Imi] 02 Q30 038 -4 M2SD 085 (W05
Juin-86 500 450 dg8 a8z 458
Sep96 482 248 430 190 483 484

Dec-06

JangT 455 a7 721 f93 1160 4689 1080 1700
Ayt 484 el 840 500 050 624 §62 824
Jun-97 440 530 60 o &60 380 21 1350
NIV A ]

Augat
Sepa7 510 63 B2 600 g10 an B30 it
Qo AR0 550 i) ] 730 56D 640
Dec-07
Dec-&7 860 750 &10 00
Jansy

Feb-g8 50 & [0 g20 630 820 640 62
Apr-08 40 560 £60 580 540 T30 a0 SED

May-06
May-98 430 530
Juegg s 570 350 B0 570 560
Aug98 450 550 600 500 570 630 560 500
Sep-g8
Febn 430 260 560 560 530 350 550 570
May-g1 w2 550 67 560 570 561 3
Aug-09 518 551 a 513 538 15 55
Mov-g9 574 5Ta 585 550 X 566 579
Feb-0o oM 91 a7 514 529 558 526
May-00 a0 530 G465 5SB6 530
Augo 610 550 540 574 630
Nov-00 560 30 530 s70 550
Feham 560 550 530 550 480 540
May-(1
A1 380 560 600 560 5S¢0 560 £50
NevD1 LTl 33
Fap0z Ealv 541
May-02 523 864
Augf2 57 4 514
Wow-{17 476 503
Feb03 527 531
May-03 41 550
Ang-01 i)
Nev-83 20 548
Former Filkpini
Vate G M M M A MR s 1218 1210
Jun-96
Sap-96
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Dec-96
Jan-9T
Apr-o7
Jun.a7

Jul-97
Aug-97
Sep-97
Ocl-97
Chec-97
Dec-87
Jan-98
Feb-98
Apr-58
May-88
May-98

Jul-83
Aug-53
Sep-ug
Feb-59
May-99
Aug89
Nov-99
Feb-00
May-00
Aug-00
Nav-00
Feb-01
May-01
Aug-01
New-01
Feb-02
May-G2
Aug-02
HMov-02
Fel-03
May-03
Aug-03
Mov 03

Date

Jul-87
Aug-87
Sep-97
Qcl-97
Dec-37
Dec-87
Jan-D3
Fet-0d
Agr-08

488 475
758 486
530 590
890 G660
SE0 750
530 a0
580 840
240
220 020
530 810
500 R&D
508
485 B33
438 Bd5
52 B53
500 1000
520 2000
550 g40
600 1000
540 asn
560 920
570 810
580 ™
€21
581
579 570
fel: }:3 1020
828 a1
612
505 1220
Rocky Pass
M-
12.20 170
540
&30
B30
560
aco
770

580
580

600

600

699
M

-
178

830
3l

650
Beq

670

G620
570

550

1220
2530

TG
1034¢

11400
410310
9148
7518
5490
6300

5900
5600

IM-
180
480

770
bl

BED
620

1048

1250
11890
1100

1210
1480

1890
2B5S
2216
2274
500
10040
1600
530

2300

2200
1600

1340

IM-
188

548

240
1170

8180
5600

120

6370
6160

5B40
5570

2930
2331
1947
1703
1884
1600

o540
2200
2500
2700
2800
3000
3310

3840
3900

5100

Frome

IM-18D
540

580

510
520

206

704
a3a

1680

1720

3140
2620

3530

7620
7243
9118
11223
11200
8100
1700

6200
B30D
200

I
185

1040
890
£90
120

700

21

530 520
450 490
400 530
510 520
516 519
522 508
502 508
500 814
AR5 450
503 522
494 534
512 519
IM-20 IM-21

510
490 1770
[tal¥
510

1630
540

132a

IM-22

4150

1800

4530
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May-98
fviay-94

Jul-98
Aug-98
Sep-88
Feb-8%
May-89
Aug-99
Mow-99
Fab-00
May-00
Aug-09
MNow-00
Feh-01
May-01
Aug-1
Nov-03
Feb-02
May-02
Aug-02
Mav-02
Feb-03
May-02
Aug-02
MNov-01

Date

Sep-97
Qct-87
Dec-97
Dec47
Jan-98
Feb-98
Apr-98
May-98
May-98

Juk-g8
Aug-9a
Sep-03
Feb-99
May 99
Aug-9%
Nov-9%
Feb-00
May-00
Aug-00
MNov-00
Feb 01
May-01

370
330
L0
350
340
356
3
325
an
330
3481
317

IM-
23D

1760

1590
1610

1630

1610

1492
1384
1370
13832

1200

720

B10

680
656

533
06
380

580
510
500

M-
238

G0
20

820

1010

1264

1299
1429

1500

570

gl

580
585
573
580
578
569
570

|M24-
D

B70

a1

2000
T80

1100

620

630

720
553
563
756
732
794
780

880
830

1000
1010

1010
1090
1110
1240
1280
1090

IM-
245

3670

2860

2044

B20

520

799
Bo3

100

&70

559

512

IM-
250

2060

2560
2230
1820

7
1140
1040
70
1078
1011
875
&84
1000
950
1200
1000
720

550

530

580
G686
584
530
565
855
540

580
600
580

IM-255
1960

650
540
800

1830
2820
1380
870
o3t

850

750

690

az¢

660
646
575

547
562
500

510
B50

610

-
26D

8360
5060

Zu00
1830

1250
1190
1462
241
1346
100
1300
1300
1200
1050

22

430

550

510
524
311
520
531
558
550

610

M-
265

1140

6300
GHuu

2040
1810
1150
1075

871

762

Hud

1370

1050
1120

997
1048
1016
1272

1200
1200
1100
1004
766
B33
906
793
745
1040
1000

IN-
2m

1580

8200
s08U

1730
1o

910
727
620
589
562
530

500

1370

1160
1080
1764
1841
1454
1727

980
860

-
275

1580

a74a
5240

1830

1200

7o

710
601

520
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Augd
huv-01
Feb-02
May-02
Aug2
May-02
Feb-0d
May-L3
Aug-03
Mov-03

Oale
Feb-gll
Apr-98
May-2f

May-3h

Jul-98
fup-38
Sep-58
Feh.98
May-99
Aug-92
Nov-83
Fep-00
May-00
Fug-00
Mew-00
Fab.01
May-01
Aug-01
Nou-01
Feb-02
Mayp2
AugH2
New-02
Feb-03
May-02
Aug-03
Now-03

Jate
Apr98
May-96
May-88
Jul-98
Aug-18
Eep-08

1300
1410
1440
1440
1480
140
1#
1300
1350

1300
1580
1420
1290
1420
180
1380
1400
1150

240
1040
1040

B
1050
1160
1180
1230
1380

Windmil | Inflirztian il

40 2Ai
1700
e 1500
1709 1600
860
753
1860
1520
1240
1380
1570
1380
T
South Highway
I -
o 360
560 kG
50 ma
1010 gH

12-12

1300
1300

M-
355

G220

5050

6120

a0
1050
1200
4070
91y
968
84
897
925

M-28
1
1540

1Mo

1530

158
1201
1240
1248
1341

1300
1300
1500
1400
1600
1360
1510
1378
1250
1520
1510
1550
20

M-
60

el

B

]

30

-2
)]
i}

2620

4

His
EALL]
933
2968
000

2300
2300
3200
1300
2300
2D
35

w
2440
1070
2330
2520
1b50

710

30D
540
[it:1]

Ten

1048

a13
1057
1078
1111

1200
1100
1200
1200
1100
1120
1260
1200
e
1110
10
13140
1010

M-
305

720

Hed

593
548
638
534
552

800
510
450
530
510
532
563
51
54b
535
LXFS
b5
Lyl

Windmil {l Infitrztion Silz

M-
65

70
1730

1040

370

IM-375

P

M-
no

a0

Ta0

60

622
623
21
585

-
380

M-
ki)

4

750

623
545
L]
5d}
568
30

550

-39

760

230
540
523
570
159
503
510
473
15
515

M-
320

560
40

520

520

580

i
480
480
480
470
483
432
424
e
485
480
486
45

IM-an

420

M-
328

SE0

570

580

520
s
52
522
w35

55
530

530
540

[M-41

410

I
1

620
g
840

354

g3t

591
604

640
580

520
550

42

1070

L3
138

B
850
GO

Lezt]

143
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Feb-03
May-29
Aug-59
Nav-£9
Feb.0M)
May-00
Aug-00
Nov-00
Feb.01
May-01
Aug-01
MNew-01
Fet-02
May-02
Aug-02
New-@2
Feb-03
May-03
Aug0d
MNov-003

Date
Alig-80
Sep-38
Feb-39
May-95
Alg98
Nov-33
Feb-al
hay-00
Aug- 0
Narv-00
Feb-01
May-01
P
Nov-01
Fep-02
Nay-02
Aug-02
No-02
Feb-01

May-03
Aug-03
New-03

Nale
May-89
Aug-B9

£a0 570
FI7 “
54 580
528
546
0 530
540 650
Windenil [
M-
44D 445
610 1860
G50 80
622 E2i|
810 534
837 558
584 )
610 540
60 540
€30 540
10 520
670 550
589
1] 506
583 492
576 533
508 543
67 485
609 527
564 258
Wincraill V¥
IN- Ihd-
508 510
1321
543 T

5720
3726
3883

1485
1400
2200
2100
1400
1200
110
640
970

867
664
871
1070
74
fe1

-
45D

680

as0
&M
760
tals
850
abld
140
580
600

570

M-
518

640
1267

63t
800
645
622

520

540

521

13

M-
455

170

im
662
635
624
584
570
580
580
3T

557
530

533
564
526
48
510
531

485

M-
520

1298
1047

M-
450

]
ag?
1062
1072
830

570
920
B30

IM-
525

77
a74

Hi]
811
ha3

540
560

IM-4B5

1278
8565
]
810

1000

680
BG0

125300

1065

1000
a7

530
590

a0
Enl
573
640

56

1010
1078
1036
1088
1046
1o
160

a7

24n

BEB

Hacky Pass Il infiltraton

]
M-
47D

459
1358
1416

6TE
1204
120

L)
836

668
s82

3

nag

574

24

M-
478

1524
16841
1564
1526
1300

50

270

6%

IM-

84D
ach

2131

14~
480

531
579

1100

.
548

684

930
1328
12680
1233
1163
1178
1000
1000

450
1000
o

940

a0z
947
R75
&eY
Tz
9de
801

-
485

620

Hhe
550

2644
1883

g
443
1231
1366
1587
1400

1200
1100
940
1000
780

724
738
547
Be2
502
508
591

IM-49

e
173
1075

a1

515
1200

T30
710
740
574
560

447

867
522

1040

671
645
612

610
a10
600
650

M-
50D

1620
2433
2287
2004
2062
1600

1800

M0
1800
1600
1610
1270
1330

337
300
783

610
(42
623
613
554
580
580
-]
G40
540
690
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MNov-99
Fab-00
May-0¢
Aug-00
Mov-Q0
Feb-01
May-G1
Aug01
Nav-C1
Feb-02
May-02
Aug02
Mav-02
Fab-03
May-03
Aug-03
Mav-D3

Aug-85
Mo -92
Feb-00
May-00
Aug-00
Nowv-00
Feb-Dt
May-DT
Avg-01
Now-01
Feb-02
May-02
Aug-02
Nov-02
Fab-03
May-03
Aug-03
Moy-03

557
534
533

510
&50
570
650

541

It
555

a70

3217
€50
570

520
470
480
440
464

450
304
I8
426
N6

3243
3267
3372
1700

3000
3200
3000
3000
2870
2590
0G0
27ac

672
1300

1270

IM-
560

570
540
570
520
867
545
553
565
528
538
566
532

955
1510
1156
1300

8960
1100
1z00
1600

909

an2

754

2780
2670
3070
2800

M-
565

523
468
521
B4
620

550
520
540
570
518

1042
1008
1028

790

Eaks

Dean

457

402
a2

738
Tl
44
2900

740
70t
580

Fence

283
340
351
326

aa1
sl
550

560
530
540

Fence
075

515
526
533
53

604

530

530

550
530

wmlle

25

457
504
523

1643
1208
92a

[5:14]
G3o
650

624
GOB

580
£30

448

520

1751
2353
2806
3200

2804
2400
z00
1800
1500
1Mr0
937
05
742
661
680
G20
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Table 2: Tahle of nilrate water quality data (mg/l) by date, well and sile. Values in bold equal or exceed 10
meft

Highway Infiltration Site

M-
Cale M0t D2 M-030 038 .04 IM-050 055 108
May-96 01 L3 M 0.1 0.1
Aug-96 01 51 0.4 0.1 o1 01
Nov-85
Feb-27 0.1 1 Db 0.4 1.8 02 08 2.6
May-§7 513 258 149 a5 1.33 0.49 ng2 1.09
Aug-97 318 0.60 044 066 0325 ns 0.28 Qa
Nav-97 oz 156 0.22 034 0.87 0.39 122
Fab-93 a5 002 0.3z 01z 0.28 0.4 0322 161
Map95 419 0.06
MugEs 48z Q.08 160 1.55 a.24 145 1.82 1.48
hlov-08 0.08 021 0.24 007 012 015 0.CA
Feb-92 a5 o.02 04 018 a1 Z41 a1 048
May- 95 08 08 08 0.8 [\F:] 04 U
Aug-89 a8 [FR:3 G.B 08 08 08 ng
Mov-93 i) L8 08 08 [E] oy 0.8
Feb-00 DB 0.8 0s 038 02 a8 ik}
May-00 na 0.8 3 2 2 A
AugQ0 08 0.8 1 ] 0.8
New-00 0.9 nAa a8 i) 08
Feb-01 0.55 05 05 a5 ns 05
May-01
Aug01 025 013 0.35 022 0.36 [1fx]
Nov-G1 DA 0.18
Feb-02 .12 0.5
May-U2 o 0.18
Aug-02 013 04 n.04
Nov-02 0.1 f.07
Feb-03 0.08 £.087 0115
May-03 0.07 .09 013
Aug-03 01
Moy-03 0.0 .08 om
Farmer Fillpini
Date IM-10 M1 12 M-13 iMia IM-15 M6 12-15 12-19
May- S5
Aug-g6
hioy-95 &1 01 0.1 UE] b2 03 13
Feb-97
May-97 "~ 628 386 (.28 0.82 5.05 112 1.86
Augo7 a1 4.01 0.3 o2 105 1.83 .58
Mov-87 602 7.41 [s173 us .67 347
Feb-08 015 a.07 08 081 141 PR 14.8
May-08 u3 12.3
Aup-DE 1.49 156 049 20,5 252 943 8B
Now-GE 0.1 438 0.4 302 465 114 13
Fap-90 026 4.3 0.02 234 4E.9 3.81 141
May-99 08 26 39 0a 14
Ang-49 0.2 55 17 i a8 0B 11
MNov-99 1 E7 3 16 52 17 17
Feb-00 1.2 89 1.7 13 57 1.7 24
May 00 vy 6.4 1.5 55 16 3 54
Aug-00 1 a8 16 65 6 &0
Now-00 1 6.3 15 08 12
Feb-01 (6] § 0.7% 1T o5 0.5
May-01 0.k 5.8 085 12 43 1% b4 05 0.5
Aug-01 0.67 G4 11 2 43 2 a.e 05 (1A k)
Nov-01 0.73 3] 1.2 1.5 a0 20 EA:) 013 018
Fab-02 0.63 508 182 24.5 02z 0.1
May-02 083 132 015 0z
Aug-G2 093 231 01z 019
MNow-02 082 148 011 218
Feb-03 0.56 2.30 155 361 on 016
16
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Vapld 084 481X 1% [RP IR

hgs 17 1.7 012 0.2

howliz 101 1.5 17 47 0.11 a1t

Ruthy Pass Froms
M- - M-
late 20 IMATD IMATE 180 (M85 MISD IMES M0 IM2T W22 BD B8 IM24.:0

May-96

u-G6

Mow-86

Feho7

May-o7

Aug 57 41 W1 MWE 148 102 B M 7178

New07 193 480 75 12 we A8 ta 45 043 am

Feb-38 124 325 138 4 147 486 178 563 347 649 111 kR

May-36 W4 26 ME BBL 23 544 208 457 379 BIT 082

A58 152 630 758 244 24 BAS 480 244 233 B4 2N [BH

N2 121 3zl 4 1.93 141 Bat 422 25 315 58 1M 2.25

Feb-58 .82 13 20 168 382 ] 48 3z g8 456 438 pa)

Wny-58 60 04 R 14 4 54 3 7 57 ] ) §

Bugon 58 41 Hi 2 k] 6.1 53 3z 5.8 29 22

Mow-00 5 23 16 16 45 21 58 35 48 & a7

Feb-00 43 22 ki 18 64 14 68 LA 58 58 4.1

Meay-001 43 11 i 16 A 1.2 7z

AugHin iz 15 b 18 55 08 13

Nov-gll

Fehtn 185 118 1.7 h+) b hE 04 H

May-01 17 135 0.55 k) (34 25 15 65 14 14 285 67 255

Aug-t 7 14 081 X 054 5 32 ] 26 16

Mew-01 13 Ll 079 § 6 & a6 64 D3 24

Fab-Dz 245 468 11;:] b2 176 i<} 4.6¢

May02 286 A8 083 545 D=3 [.3-L I ) 4k

Pup02 278 A6.6 on 51 14 E45 5T 4.4

Mov02 203 d9.8 072 4.8 152 Bl 63 505

Fan(l 244 50 088 456 080 GEd  TH 55

May-03 b | 514 048 406 081 BT 667 a7

AugDd 2B ) 048 414 A Gog T 5.67

Nowld 7R 553 o ERT AN LI B

Windmlt | [nfiltration Site
M- M- -
Dale Mg M0 M-235 280 265 M220 MEIS E0 BN 1Z-12 IM-2B M29 M3OD 208

Augd7 14 124

Nev-8? 705 9.98 51 539 . May 02 reversed
Febg8 703 11 218 3 0 kIt 298 po:d | Frx) 24 T8
Hay-n8 158 ] 121 Hr Hny o 9

Lo S Y VRN V': Y. N DTS5 - A 1L IR | 21O Ms g
New-5& 355 1 383 185 07 184 184 108 286 645
Feb-83 233 27§ D62 144 164 058

Maype 32 B3 41 5 1 1 11 44 1
Aup49 43 84 a8 a7 2 14 11 11 130 H a4
Nov-09 4 i 14 h 130 8 04
Fea-on 7 6.7 b3 14 14 14 120 5t 1
May-00 i 33 1 %2 502
Aug DY A 54 .

Now-02 11 3 1 14 ] i 13
Fafril 2 a5 H L] 1 i 0.3
Mavll 15 085 11 23; 05 05 05 25 2 [T 0 03
Aug Dt 08 105 L5 24 RN R | T ) AT
New-01 74 58 17 130 B0
Feb02 352 0.8 158 154 W7 B9 051
Maydz A 0.8 a7 184 ] 66 0.4
Augdz 326 42 018 16 108 &0 Uy

7
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Nov-02
Fab-0
May.01
Aug-03
Mv-03

Ntale
Aug-97
Nov-a7
Feb-58
gy
Aug-B8
how-88
Fab-09
Hay-58
Aug-a3
Nov-t8
Feb-Oit
May.00
Aug00
Nev-00
Fep-11
May-01
Ang-H
Hev-01
Feh-02
May=02
Aug02
Nov-02
FebrDid
Way-03
Aug-03
Nov-03

Dale

Aug-o8

Hov- 88 -

Fab-09
May-239
Aug-25
Moy 60
Fatr(d
May-00
Aug-00
Mon-0U
Fab:01
May-01
Augiil
HNov-01
Feb-02
May-02
Aug02
Nov.02
Feb-03
May-03
Aug-03
Mov-03

Date
Now 8

348
342
351
435
1

-

Mo M3
459 096
423 450
125 1
251

21 1k

7 0
17 09
11 1
11 08
0g 14
LI 0é

AL 05
1z 0

Ik1-320

0.06
422
4.02
imn
3
12
a8
34
48
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COMMENT LETTER D
X % WESTERN SHOSHONE DEFENSE PROJECT 3+

P.0. Box 211308, Crescent Valley, Nevada 89§27
thene: 775-468-0330, fax: 775-468-0237, email:

P

August ¢ 2004

Pam Jarnecke

Project Manager

Buresu of Land Managerent

Battls Mountain Field Office

50 Bastian Road

Baitle Mountain, Nevada §9820-1420

Re: Pipeline/South Pipeline Pit Expansion Project, Draft Supplemental Enviropmental Impact
Statement (SEIS)

Dear Ms. Jamecke:

These are the comtmenis of the WSDP, an organization commitied to the protcetion and
preservation of Western Shoshone rights and homelands, conceming the praposed expansions at
Cortez Gold’s Pipeline Mine in Crescent Valley. This mine expansion project is predicted to
degrade groundwater in the fisture, and current oparation of the Pipeline Mine kas resulted in

[ continuing degradation of proundwater quality. As Nevada is the most arid state in the nation, we
believe that permitting activitias which threaten the quantity or quality of this precious resource is
bad public policy for the United States and a threat to the long term gurvivel of the Western
Shoshone. Despite the impartance of this resource, we feel the BLM has done an inadequate job of
gssessing the cumrent and future impacts of the project. The environmental justice and cumulative
tmpacts of the project as described in the DEIS are incomplete and inaccurate. We feel the DEIS

[ shauld be redove 2nd yesubmitted 1o the public in order to make up for the inadequacies of analysis.

[ The Pipeline Mine is located within the extamal boundaries of the Western Shoshone

WNatjon, as recognized by the U5, in the legally hinding Treaty nepotiated between the Shoshone

and the United States at Ruby Valley in 1863. This Treaty remains in full force and effect and is
recopnized within the U.S. Constitution as “the supreme law of the land," The Western Shoshone

Mation has never ceded or sold its homelands. Litigation in Federal Court is ongoing with

treditional and wibal governtents represemiing the majority of Westam Shoshene as plaintifs.

Payment of the eantroversial Indian Claiths Commission monics should not viewed as the Federal

governments final abligation to the Western Shoshane, The JCC process did not address the Treaty
obligations of the U.3. and the process affered by the ICC it is widely understood and documented
both demestically and interagtionally 1o fall far short of the human rights standards protected wmder
international law. The U.S actions towards the W, Shoshene and its continuing approval of
development projects on Western Shoshone homelards has been found to be a violarion of
international human rights standards, and particularly a violation ¢f the individual and collective
rights of th¢ Western Shoghone people. For additional mformation it is recommended the BLM
revisit the Final Report of the hter-American Commission on Human Righs concerning the

Western Shoshone, Copies of this report have been provided to the 1S State Depariment,

Depariment of Justice, Department of Interior and are available at our organizations webpage

| (wsdp.org) as well s the webpage of e Indian Law Resource Center (indianlaw.org).

D-1

See responses to Comments C-19 and C-20.

D-2

See responses to Comments C-19 and C-20.

D-3

Comment noted.

D-4

As required by Executive Order 12898, the potential for environmental justice effects
was evaluated in the Draft SEIS in Section 4.9.3 (pages 4-317 through 4-319). Based
on the analysis, which was conducted in accordance with EPA’s Guidance For
Incorporating Environmental Justice Concerns in EPA’s NEPA Compliance Analysis
(EPA 1998), the Proposed Action and the alternatives are not expected to
disproportionately affect any minority or low-income population identified in the
study area, including Native Americans.

D-5

The Treaty of Ruby Valley is not within the scope of this SEIS.

TVNL]

SANIA 10D ZA140)

INHWALVLS LOVJA] TVINGANOYIANYH TVININATddNS
LOH[Odd NOISNVIXH LId ANITddId HLNOS/ANITAdId



LS9

pdm STAS TEULI Y9901

D-6

D-9

D-10

Water 1asues

As stated shove the impaets to both water quantity and watet quality remain some of the
most significant fmpatts asseciated with this project. Both the WSDP and Great Basin Minewatch
have raised ihese issues continually since before the Pipeline Mine was consinucted. Groundwaler
conizmination as & result of infiltation facttities and pit lake farmation were predicted and requests
made to provent this frora happening, Yet since the facility began operating in 1996 there have
been continuing viplations of ground water quality standards in the groundwater ai the southern end
of the vallay. Tn addition to contamynation from the infiltration facilities, a water quality report
from March 2003 revealed WAD cyanide it a monitoring well near the new heap leach pad. There
is np discussion of this in the EIS, yet we ootz that this well was located in the area expeniencing
subsidence due to the dewatering.  We defer to the expertise of Great Basin Minewatch in
addrassing the inadequacies of analysis and hareby incotporate their comments with ours. As a
result of this continning contaminatinn of groupdwater, the WSDP and GBMW have filed a
cormplaint with the Nevada DEP to stop what we belicve to be 4 violation of State water law, The
BLM has failed in protecting the public trust by allowing the contamination 1o continue and has
thus allowed "unnecessary and undue degradafion™ at this mine site.

In the avea of warer quantity, specifically the impact of mire dewatering on groundwarer
{and surfacellevels, the DEIS fails to provide informoation on the nature and state of groundwater
levels and flows through the bedrock aguifer. All predictions niade within this and previous EIS
documents indicate iiat impacts would ocetr only within several miles of the mine site, el
evidence exists suggesting & connection berween pumping at the Pipeline Mine and the subsequent
disappearance of the Cortex Pit lake. Tf this is in fact the case then all previous predictions must be
re-evalgated.

Twp reports praduced by Brown znd Caldwell which investigated the disappearing pit (zke
in 1998 and 1999 are referenced in this EIS. The ronclusion of both of these reports was that the
groundwater sysiem within the bedrock is pactly understood and additionsl data collaction is
necessary o better understand the bydeology of the area. Both reports noted the possibility that
groundwater pumping at Pipelin may be the cause of the water leve] declines at Cortez. Here we
are 5 years later and the same old reperts are being referenced. Why has the BLM not pursued the
secommendations of these repoarts? There has been sxtensive exploration drilling around Mt
Tenabo 2ad the neighboring Toivabe Range for the last sevetal years, presumably preatly incressiog
the nnderstanding of the geology and hydrolagy of the area, yet we find no reference 1o thie in the
EI8. ‘We imagine your response fo be that this informetion will be inchuded in a furure EIS on the
Pediment Projeet, If thig was to be ¥our response, we eject it as our curent understanding s that
the NEP'A process on the Pediment Mine has been suspended pending submital of 2 revised POO
which would include Cortez Hills and Pediment. Tf the dewatering at Pipelint is affecting
grotndwater in the Corez and Toiyabe Mountains it needs 1o be addressed now! Unless of course
tiie BLM is quietly letring Corteg dewater its future mine sites while leading the public to believe
that the Impacts are limited to the immediate visiity of the Pipeline Mime.

In the discussion of alternatives, the complete pit baskeil! Is imappropsiately titled. Under
this alternative 4 pit lake would remain, with ony the origina! pit backRlled. Unfess my
understanding of the English laguape is mistaken, leaving an opan pit to 5l with water does not

| constitte 8 complete pit hackfll,

D-6

The alleged violations raised by Western Shoshone Defense Project and Great Basin
Mine Watch since 1996 have not been substantiated despite ongoing review by
federal and state agencies. In fact, there are no violations of water quality standards
in ground water due to infiltration operations or other mine-related activities, with
the possible exception of a single monitoring well (IM-13) located at the former
Filippini infiltration site which has subsequently been decommissioned, closed, and
reclaimed.

There have been spurious, low-level detections of WAD cyanide in monitoring well
SH-02AR, which is located hydrologically upgradient of the SAHL and any other
potential source. These low-level detections are most likely analytical error because
ground water conditions in that well are geochemically reducing, causing the
laboratory analytical method to mis-identify reduced nitrogen species (e.g.,
ammonia) as cyanide.

Water levels in SH-02AR have been consistently around 250 feet below ground
surface since its installation in 2002 indicating that the local water table has not been
influenced by mine dewatering at this location. Therefore, this well is outside the
area of dewatering-induced subsidence as measured, predicted, and reported in the
Draft SEIS (Figure 4.3.39).

D-7
See all the responses to Comment Letter C.
D-8

The commentor misconstrued the requirements of 43 CFR 3809 with respect to
compliance with state water quality statutes and regulations. Clearly the operator is
required by 43 CFR 3809.420(a)(6) and 420(b)(5) to comply with applicable
requirements of federal and state environmental statutes and regulations during all
phases of operations. However, contrary to the assertions of the commentor, nothing
in 43 CFR 3809 either requires or authorizes BLM to supplant the legal decision
making process of state regulatory authorities and substitute BLM decisions
regarding compliance with state law or the state’s delegated authority to implement
federal law on the basis of a NEPA analysis and thus make a determination of
unnecessary or undue degradation. Also see the response to Comment C-20.

D-9
See response to Comment C-10. There are no indications of water level changes in

the northern part of the Toiyabe Range or in the Cortez Mountains outside of the
small part of the Cortez Window encompassing the Cortez open pit.
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D-11

D-12

D-13 [

D-14

D-15

D-16

D-17

D-18

Environmental Tustice

We feel the discussion of envitonmenta! justice is inadequate and &ils to mcogni:? the
wiique relationship Western Shoshore pecple heve with these lands speifically. This unique
relationsittp with the land is the result of thousands of years of continuous oceupation and use, a
relationship unlike that of the general public to these lands. Thus impacts dtl'en‘}ed 1o be
insignificant té the general public can have a far greater impact on the local indigenous people whe
| value and use things differenitly.

[ It i2 stated in the ETS fhat no Traditions] Culraral Froperties{TCP) exist in the project area
which is misteading. Portions of Mt Tenabo that exist within the viewshed, watershed, and aif besin
associated with the project iave been temtatively determined to be eligible 25 a TCP. Previous
ethnographic studies have documented historic and current cultueal use of areas withia the northern
Toiyabe tange, and it is cur opinion that some of these aress could qualify as TCP's under the
Natignal Historic Praservation Act, Yet no consultation formal ot informal has occwred with the W
Shashon specific 1o this project, tior lias the BLM approacbed the Dann family (Jocal Western
Shoshone community) to inquire how this project may affect traditional uses. Springs located
between Mt Tenabo and Bald Mountain axe critically important to wildlife harvested by the Wegtern
Shoshore. This area is part of the traditional hunting and gathering grounds of the Dann fumily and
s likely used by Shoshene from neighboring cormmmunities as well. These points have been raised
hefore and we will continue to rajse them wnti) we are satisfiad that Shoshone resources within the

| project aren are being protected,
Curniative Inpacts

The cumulative impacts portion of the ELS is crippled by the inadequaciss previously nated

| in the IS and raises more questions then it answers, The future possibility of wind projects and up

™ 10 6,113.11,485 acres of land sales i3 the (irst mention we have of these future projests. Wha

information does the BLM heve to justify their inclusion in the discussion, and where do the

numbers regarding |and sales eome fram? Reasonably foregeenble geothormal projects are ignored,

| despite appraved leases for hot waters near Bald Mtn (Grass Valley) and lease requests on hot

[ sptings in Crescert Valley., More importantly thepe is no mention of currant |egislation in Congress

which if passed wold dramatically alter the regulatory regime wnder which the project aurrently

operates. Nevada representative Jim Gibbons hes introduced legistation in Conpress entitled HR

2§69 Northern Nevada Rural Economic and Land Consolidation Act of 2003, If passed, the bill

| would mandate the sale of over 60,000 acres of |and around Placar Dome’s Cortez aperations,

[ cffectively jnsulating current and firture mining projects with private property. If this were to oceur,

this may conceivably be the last EIS the BLM ever completes for Coriez’s operations leaving the

futuea of any mitigation agreements ar jurisdiction: by the Department of Interior in question. The

L failure to even mention this in the EIS is wrang.

B The nearly doubling of mining capacity envisiened by this expansion is not adeauately

discussed in the FIS. At sgveral points n the B1S it is stated that the project will incrsase mine iife,

yet under the original Pipelinz EIS, we shouid stilf be mining Pipeline. This is the second major

expansion of this ming within the titme origimally predizted to be withiz the life of Pipeline. By

accelorating the tate of production, ressure is increased for the development of additional mines

| such as the Pediment, in ordder to feed this incroased capacity. As Placer Dome axpands imto the
mownzzinous areas of its claim blocks, more Wesiem Shoshon colture]iy significant aress wiil be

L encountered. Any delay caused by BLM effants to document and/or protect these areas, may

D-10

The word “complete” refers to the complete use of all 590 million tons of waste rock
mined under the Proposed Action as open pit backfill.

D-11
See response to Comment D-4.
D-12

The Project Area comprises the 39,350 acre area identified on Figure 1.1.2 (page 1-5)
and no properties of cultural and religious importance have been identified within that
area. Consultation was completed as part of the South Pipeline Project plan review
process. The Pipeline/South Pipeline Pit Expansion Project is within the same Project
Area as the South Pipeline Project and therefore no additional Consultation was
determined necessary by the BLM.

D-13

Refer to the responses to Comments C-1 through C-12 regarding the adequacy of the
analysis in the Draft SEIS.

D-14

The discussion on wind energy is based on information presented in the Nevada Wind
Power Development Strategic Plan (BLM 2002b). The Project Area has a good wind
power classification. The discussion on a Public Land sale under the RFFA portion of
the Draft SEIS (Section 5.4.3.6) is generally based on language in Congressional Bill
HR2869, which was introduced on June 24, 2003, as well as the information presented
to the commentor by Mr. Jim Collord of CGM in a meeting on February 4, 2000
concerning CGM’s interest in having certain public lands conveyed to CGM
ownership. In addition, the Western Mining Action Project, the attorneys for the
Western Shoshone Defense Project, responded to the Final South Pipeline EIS with a
comment addressing the potential for a land exchange. Text has been added to Section
5.4.2 discussing potential geothermal projects. In addition, the text under Section 5.5
has been revised to address the potential impacts.

D-15
Section 5.4.3.6 of the Draft SEIS (page 5-13) discusses a potential of a public land sale

and states that “[any] future land sale would be subject to congressional requirements
inthe implementing legislation.” Also see the response to D-14.
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D-16

Section 5.4.3.6 of the SEIS (page 5-13) discusses RFFA public land sales, including
covenants agreed to at the time of the land sale, as well as the requirement to comply
with existing regulations. Text has been added to clarify that permit conditions for
existing projects that are on lands subject to a land sale would be addressed in the
transfer of title documents, subject to applicable laws and regulations. In addition, any
land sale would have to comply with NEPA as defined by Congress in the final
legislation.

D-17

The Pipeline Project was approved in 1996 and was projected at eight years of mining
and/or processing, which would be through 2003. The South Pipeline Project was
approved in 2000 and was projected at ten years, which would be 2004 through 2013.
The Proposed Action is projected at seven years, which would be 2014 through 2020.
See page 2-2 of the Final SEIS that discusses the Project tracking as projected.

D-18

Comment noted.
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D-19

D-20

D-21

D-22

D-23

D-24

™ interfere with the accelerated production rates. According o conversations with several mine
emplayess, Corter managerment has 118 its workets in the past that massive 1a:y0ffs would .re':mh
from s successfill appeal by WSDP or GBMW, This ceeated frar and tengion in the communily,
conveniontly directed towans us, This is a form of economic blackmail which we da not want to
near repealed. We donot desire to see any workers suffer. We would like to set an examination ¢f
Conter’s claim blocks in the area, and how this project fits inte their viston of futwe development
“This would be a lot more useful for informed public involvement and participation in tre NEPA

| process.
Timing and Public Process

We find it disturbing that the first formal mention of this expansion we received was this

DEIS in the mait. Usvally the BLM kaeps tribal representatives informed with prior notice of
tpeoming projects. As this FIS was nol created over night, why weren'twe given prior notice,
Interestingly, numerous Faderal and State agencles os well 48 County and local governments were
semmunizaied with conceing the preparation of this EIS. Conspicuously absent from this list are
| &ny Tribel governments or arganizations. What happened to the government to povermment
[~ relationship between the Federal government and the Tribes that we hear so much about? What

about that “trust responsibility™! While our organization is listed ag ore providing input we do not
| remember heing asked about this project. What exactly did we provide and when? We have raised
[~ the dewaiering issues numerqus times [ormally and informally as it relates to the discussions arpund
the Pediment Project and proposed TCP designations, vet we note that none of those concerms have

been recarded or addressed in fhis docurnent,

The faiture of this E1I5 to live up to the public particip;ation demands of NEPA is further
ilMustrated by the so-called “public meetings™ held in Crestent Valley mnd Bartle Mountain, A
bunch of poople standing eround tables to answer questions is ot in our opion a public meeting.
We have exprested our dislike of this format in the past becauss it doss not inform the commaunity
a3 3 community. Previously the BLM had conducted meetings whith began with presentations by
the BLM and project propanent and followed by a question and answer period fur the public, This
provided an opporturity for the public to hear the same presentation and then hear what questions
and/or concerns the community yembers had. It then allowed everyone to hear the same angwer,
thus informing the public, in a public way. ndividual corrversations between commnity members
and BLM/or Mine staff at the so-called public meetings are not accassible in the same way, Why
does the BLM insist on using a process which stifles public discussion and increases individual

isalation?

This comcludes our comments on the EIS at this time. A family emergency and 2 lack of

| pricr notice prevants me from providing additional comments, We lonk forward te YOUF 18Sponses,

}lﬁ?’ s for (Fustophr Sentf
Cheisto

et Bewall
staff, WSDP

D-19

The comment does not directly address the information presented in the SEIS.
CGM’s, as well as other activities in the areas surrounding the Project Area are
discussed in the Cumulative Impacts Chapter of the SEIS (pages 5-1 through 5-14 of
the Draft SEIS).

D-20
BLM records indicate that public notice was conducted and scoping comments were

received from the Western Shoshone Defense Project. Specific activities and
correspondence were as follows:

12/13/01 “Dear Interested Public” letter mailed. Sent certified (#7099 3400
000252324541) to Western Shoshone Defense Project, Carrie
Dann.

12/18/01 Federal Register Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement for the Pipeline/South Pipeline Pit Expansion
Project.

12/18/01 BLM News Release #2002-01 sent to area newspapers.

12/19/01 Elko Daily Free Press and Reno Gazette Journal publish the legal
notice from the above referenced BLM news release.

12/22/01 Elko Daily Free press article “BLM plans EIS of South Pipeline
Expansion” published in the Business section.

12/27/01 Certification card #7099 340000025232 4541 signed by James
Stroud.

1/22/02 BLM receives a fax from Western Shoshone Defense Project

with scoping comments on the pit Expansion Project. Letter
signed by Christopher Sewall.

Further, the Draft SEIS listed those agencies and organizations that provided input on
the preparation of the Draft SEIS to the BLM. This was not an exhaustive list of all
parties contacted or individual commentors. The Draft SEIS also includes a list of the
tribal governments, which were sent the Draft SEIS in May 2004.

D-21

There are no Indian trust lands or resources within or near the Project Area. “Trust
responsibility” is a legal term which has no bearing on this Proposed Action and is not
within the scope of the document. Also see response to Comment D-20.

D-22

Traditional cultural properties relative to the Pediment Project are outside the scope of
this document. There are no known TCPs within the Project Area for this SEIS.
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D-23

Alead agency must conduct a public meeting/hearing on a draft EIS when required by
statute or whenever appropriate, based on criteria set forth in 40 CFR 1506.6(c). The
BLM’s NEPA Handbook (BLM Handbook H-1790-1) (NEPA Handbook),
distinguishes between a public meeting and a public hearing. It states that public
meetings should be held to receive comments on the draft EIS. Formal public
hearings are required only in specific cases. Public hearings have more stringent
requirements for the actual hearing and recording the proceedings. Program-specific
guidance for requirements related to public hearings is set forth in BLM 455DM 1.
Guidance for conducting public meetings is set forth in the NEPA Handbook, which
states that public meetings may be conducted using a variety of formats. The open
house format was used by the BLM to facilitate answering questions on the
evaluation provided in the Draft SEIS and to encourage one-on-one communications
between the public and those environmental resource professionals that prepared the
Draft SEIS. The open house format provides more time and a wider forum for the
public to express concerns to the agency, and allows agency specialists increased
opportunity to exchange ideas with interested individuals.

D-24

Comment noted.
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COMMENT LETTER E

BOIS[ REFEE\‘&EQ
‘» baportment of English MAL Fa0H 1910 Universiy Drive - Belss, Kioho 83725.1525

HME IS -5 P 203 e 2

hip.//english. baisastale edy

UNIVERSITY —— .
! By i R T JATE
Angust 3, 2004 ol [
RE: Correz's Pipetine Expansion Proposal & Groundwater Contamination :zgc —
Pam Jarnecke, Environmental Coordinator 85
Burean of Land Management R
Battle Moutitain Field Office
50 Basttan Road [l
Batile Mountain, NV 89820 T3
Dear Pam, ]
_ B LRARYITOSS [GIROLE DN ALSO SEE COMMENT LETTER V
As a native Nevadan | am concerned with the current situation with groundwater contamination
gt Cortez Gold Mines. As a farmer mining industry employee I understand how imporiant strong E-1
E-1 environmental regulations ars o the industry and 1o the public. 1wonld like to sce that a party
who does not have 4 financial or personal stake in the decision 1o permit the Pipelice expansion o )
| investigates the matter. The BLM resource specialists and the third party SEIS contractor’s resource
- - specialists have independently reviewed all the data and models as part of the
1 amn also concermed about the harm in continually deferring 1o the needs of the mining company NEPA process. In addition, ground water quality analyses are part of ongoing
mt?l?gg:;?:::;{ﬁiﬁ:rﬂ“m;;gsc\;f:!;’?;;:;2::1 ’;nl‘gfm; iﬂ"?:::?;:;mg:.‘":gm assessments by federal and state regulatory agencies who review mine
E-2 m's silice it was proven that the reirfliration system was badly flawed. Since these new ponds operating and. environmental monitoring datg. Identified grounq water quality
- "have been created, the same problems exist: 1) all of the weter pumped out of the ground is not issues are being addressed via water pollution control permits that require
returninsg to the around 2) water that is returning underground is contaminated. If the addition of monitoring and mitigation measures as necessary.
new ponds could not solve these problems, then steps nieed 1o be taken to ensure excellent water
[ quality, even if it means halting production. E-2
™ Tfitis found that Comtez Gold Mines is indeed in violation of current environmental laws eud
practices concerning dewatering, then permits for the South Pipeline expansion showld not bz . See responses to Comments C-19 and C-20.
E-3 graned by the Bureay of Land Management. Sucha decision would be in the best interest of the
- * residents of the Crascent Valley area who uge the water for czops and individual consumption, E-3
the public thet uses the arca to hunt and fish, and the wildlife who are the most permanent
| residents of the area. _ See responses to Comments C-19 and C-20.

Thenk you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,

Garawyn MeGill-Loberg
Adjunct Faculty-BSU
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COMMENT LETTER F

oander £conomic

Development Authority

Qctober 28, 2004

Ms. Pam Jarnecke

Bureau of Land Management

30 Bastian Road

Battle Mountain, Nevada 89820-1420

Dear Ms. Jamecke:

The Lander Economic Development Authority (LEDA) appreciates the oppertunity to
comment to the Supplemental Draft Environment Impact Statement for the South
Pipeline Projecl. LEDA supports the Proposed Action, which allows for the project to
proceed,

LEDA recognizes that the project will provide long term economic benefit to the Battle
Mountain area. LEDA desires to work cooperatively with representatives of Cortez Gold
to pursue opportunities for maximizing the socio-economic benefits associated with this
project and the corporation’s presence in Lander County.

LEDA believes that a cooperative approach to enhancing sustainable socic-economic
benefits is in the best interest of all. LEDA encourages a sustained working relationship
that may pravide an opportunity for representatives of Cortez Gold and LEDA. to explore
the opportunities available for cooperative initiatives.

In economic terms, the project will provide long term benefits to Battle Mountain. Lander
County, and the State of Nevada. For all these reasons. LEDA supports the project,

Very truly vours,

6"“‘%&
Brad Kelley / :

Chairman

cc File

315 South HumBoldL Street < ¥ Battle Mountain NV 89820
Phone: (773) 635-2860 € % Fax: (775} 635-1120

F-1

This comment letter does not provide any comments on the Draft SEIS.
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COMMENT LETTER G

ATATL (N7 NEYADA
DEPARTMENT (F CONSERVATICN AND NATURAL FESULSGES
DIVISIGN OF WILDLIFE

1100 Valiey Road
Reno, Nevada 83512

Airgchar

Acmonistralor

KENNY C. GUINN

G-1

G-3

G-4

Comermur

{775)688-1500 «  Fax [775) BAE-1585

Tuly 22, 2004

Michaet Stafford

Clearinghonse Coordinator
Nevada State Clearinghouse
Department of Adminizwation
Budget and Planning Division

209 East Musser Street, Room 200
Carson City, NV §9701-4298

RE:  SAL# E2004-204, Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, Pipeline/South
Pipeline Pit Expansion, Cortez Gold Mine — BLM

Dear Mr. Stafford.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and provide commerts on the subject documtent. On
Page 4-209, under the heading Stage 11, in the second full paragraph, on line 13, the document
widirates the Sonth, Gap pit will exceed the present ambient water quality criteria. ‘What does thig
term represent? What are the ambent water quality criteria and wha sefs them?

On page 4-215 in the first full paragraph, the document indicatas the pit lake is not intended
to be used for recreational purposes. We are unsure of this statement. This s contrary to the
Diepartment’s positicn on this lake. We believe there will be an excellent apportunity to create 2
very functional recrestion body of water with the pit lakes that remain onee this project is mined out.

If the comcapt is accepted up front and designed as part of the backfill construction, this area could
be an excellent location for developing a recreation fishery resource for the people of Nevada. A
similar sffort ispresently being developed at agother site in Nortbem Nevada. The Papeline/Sauth
Pipeline project has an even greater potential due to the opportunity to design the pit backfills to
facilitate creating a functioning recreational fasility following closure. We strongly-disagree with
what i3 said in this pavagraph,

On page 4-219, in Section Impact 4.4.3.5.2, the fourth line down states “Development of
acidic mine watsr is predicted” This is comtrary to numerous other paragraphs found in this
document. We believe this Is a typographical eror.

On page 4-320, there 15 yo discussion on the State of Nevada's regulatory role in wildlife
management provided io the narrative on Regulatory Framewark. In addition, on the same page, in
Section 4.10.1.3, Migratory Bivd Trealy Act, the document indicates all native birds commenty found
in thie U.S are protecied under the provisions of the Act except native resident game birds. This is

CUNDD! BT p A dee

R MICHASL TURMIFSEED, PE,

depariment of Conservatior
and Matural Rosources

TERRY R. CRAWFORTH

132385

G-1

Ambient water quality criteria are the same as aquatic life standards in Nevada as
noted in footnote 2 of Table 4.4.4 on page 4-207. The Draft SEIS uses aquatic
water quality criteria to be consistent with the Geomega studies and BLM Risk
Management Assessment document.

Aquatic water quality criteria listed on Table 4.4.4 were taken from the BLM
document Risk Management Criteria for Metals at BLM Mining Sites, Table 5
on page 10. The reference for this document is Technical Note 390 Rev.
December 1996. BLM/RS/ST-97/001+1703

The BLM is not aware of any more recent water chemistry benchmarks that are
reported by the BLM. The benchmarks reported by the BLM in the above
document were largely taken from EPA documents. The BLM believes that the
EPA has only updated these numbers in Region IV (for amphibian and reptile
exposure). In addition, the BLM believes that the EPA's research group in
Cincinnati has generated some new aquatic water quality criteria that account for
exposure of wildlife at various times of their development, but these are still in a
draft form.

G-2

The intended use of the pit lake is based on the Proposed Action and the BLM’s
land use plan. CGM has not proposed a recreational use for the pit lake and the
analysis of impacts is consistent with CGM’s proposal. However, under the
Cumulative Impacts Chapter the potential recreational use of the pit lake is
discussed and analyzed. The pit lake is not limited for future potential uses with
an appropriate analysis.

G-3

The sentence on page 4-219, in Section Impact 4.4.3.5.2, contains a typographic
omission. It should read "Development of acidic mine waters is not predicted."
This has been corrected in the Final SEIS.

G-4

The text in Sections 4.10.1.1 and 4.10.1.3 has been revised to address this

TVNL]

SANIA 10D ZA140)

INHWALVLS LOVJA] TVINGANOYIANYH TVININATddNS
LOH[Odd NOISNVIXH LId ANITddId HLNOS/ANITAdId



$9-9

pdm SIAS [BULI Y9901

Michael Stafford
Tuly 22, 2004
Page 2

nat qu_ite an accurate statement. Mourning doves, waterfowl, swans and geese are considered game
birds in Nevada. They are also regulated under the MBTA because they are migratory. The
statement should read resident gallinaceous birds,

On page 5.7, in Section 5.2.3.3 Wildlife Actions, the document describes the past
management by the Department of Wildlife. We donor feel this scction adequately describes the
G-5 management programs conductad by the Depertmentin the past, The State has developed programs
for game management, fisheries management, habitat management, consarvation education, law
enforcement, and most recently wildlife diversity,

On page 5-9, in Section 5.3.3.3 Wildlif Actions, the document indicates the only planned
G-6 | ativities 1o be conducted by the Department of Wildlife is some water developments. The agencyis
striving to integrate all areas of our management responsibili‘ies to provide the best opportuaity for
the residents of Nevada to utilize &ll of the wildlife resources in Nevada,

This document does not adzquetely address the issue of cumulative impacts to wildlife
tesourees in the project area. While there may be no direct or indirect impacts to wildlife resowrees
G-7 | from the proposed action beyond what has been analyzed in the previous EIS, the cumulative
anpasts both to the benefit and detriment to wildlife resources have not been adequate described by
this document.

If yon have any guestions regarding these comments, please et me know.

Sincerely,

i
% g ey
U
Rary E Lamp
Biologist IT(
60 Youth Center Road

Elko, NV 89801
715) 777-2368

RLix

o Hzbitat Bureas
Battlz Mountain Field Office
File

G-5

The types of wildlife projects incorporated in the cumulative impacts chapter
are those that have potential impacts similar to those of the Proposed Action,
which include surface disturbance and water consumption project. Other
wildlife projects, such as habitat enhancement were only included because their
potential impacts would not be cumulative with those of the Proposed Action.

G-6

The type of activities discussed relate to how those activities may impact the
resources addressed in the cumulative impacts section. The water development
activities were the only identified activities with potential impacts.

G-7

The cumulative analysis in a NEPA document is predicated on the Proposed
Action having some impact on the resource. If the Proposed Action does not
have a direct or indirect impact to a resource, then the proposed action can not
have a cumulative impact to that resource and there is no cumulative analysis of
thatresource.

9 Y41LdVH)D

SINANINO)) OL dSNOdSHY ANV SINANINO)) JI'lTdNd



99-9

pdm STAS TEULI Y9901

H-1

H-2

H-3

COMMENT LETTER H

RECEIVED AGT | ibiral N1 | DATE
1 Ennm M
ML BO0 o
FAE \
i £0G =2 (2 1 gHumboidt River Basin Water Authority 5B
. P.0. Box 2008
BRRAER Carson City, Nevada AR
85702 ] -
Elko County
Ewreka County FIHE
Humbeldt County
Lander County TEE . ;
Pershing County PLE? LKIMARYTONS {SGLE ONE}
July 29, 2004

Ms. Pam Jamecke

Project Manager

Burezu of Land Management

Battle Mountain Field Office

50 Bastian Road

Batrle Mountain, Nevadz 89820-1420

RE: Comments to Pipeline/South Pipeline Pit Expansion Project Draft Supplemental
Environmenta! Impact Statement

Dear Ms Jamecke:

[ The Humboldt River Basin Water Authonity (HRBWA) considers mining to be an
important component to muitipie use of public Jand. The Authority believes that wetl
designed and properly operated mining operations can contribuie significantly to rural
ceonomies while resulling in environmental smpacts which are both anticipated and

| effectively mitigated. Of particular interest ra the Authority is the manugement of mine

- de-watered water, HRBWA has held that mine de-watered water should first be managed
through re-infiltration into the source basin. If re-infijtraticn is not practical, the water
should be used 1o substitute for other ground water demands within the source basin, Asa
last resort, the Authority recognizes that mine de-watered water may need to be
discharged into the Humboldt River system.

With regard to the Pipeline/South Pipeline Pit Expansion Supplementz] EIS, HRBWA
believes that the BLM has addressed the range of impacts to water resources which may
oceur as a result of the preject. The Authority concurs with proposed managetnent of

| miine de-watered water by Conez through re-infilration inta Crescent Valley.

The SDEIS does however note a small redugtion in groundwater flow to the Humboldt
River (nine acre-feet). The SDEIS on Page 4-102 concludes that the impact is considersd
less thamw significant and no mitigation measures are required. The Authority would
emcourage BLM to consider that the Humbnldt River is a fully decrzed system and the
nine acre-feet per year do belong to downstream users who will face an unmitigated loss
in walter avatlabslity, Nine acre-feet here and nine acre-feet there represents a patentially

L significant loss in watae availability for users within the Humboldt River.

H-1
Comment noted.
H-2
Comment noted.
H-3

The potential reduction in ground water flow to the Humboldt River
noted in the Draft SEIS (nine acre-feet/year) is comparable to or
substantially less than the reported precision (0.01 to one cubic
foot/second = seven to 700 acre-feet/year) of the USGS's October 19,
1992 discharge measurements for the Humboldt River seepage
investigation along the Carlin Trend (Emett et al. 1993). Thus, such a
small reduction in flow would not even be discernable. It is beyond the
scope of this SEIS to consider the effects of composite losses within the
Humboldt River Basin.
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H-4

H-5

Ms. Parn Jarnecke
Tuly 29, 2004
Page 2

Tt is not clear thet the SDEIS has adequately considered the cumulative impacts of
reductions in ground water flow from the proposed project and other projects within the
Humboldt Basin.

It i reconuended that BLM encourage the project proponents to work with downstream
holdevs of surface water rights in the Humboldt River to seek ways 1o mitigate the loss of
ground water flow to the River, For example, the project proponents might work with the
Pershing County Water Conservation District to assist, even in a minor way, with
implementation of measures to improve District water delivery systems and to to reduce
water loss. Costs for such assistance conld be dezived from the 51,250,000 long-term
mitigation fund to be established for the project.

Where mitigation woild wavoivs provision of a replacement water supply, the Authority
would discourage purchase of water rights which result in taking cwrrently productive
agricultural lands out of productjon, Because the Authority considers Nevada surface and
groundwater rights to be held in trust by the State of Nevada for the benefit of its
residents, any water rights provided by the project proponent as mitigation should be
deeded to the State of Nevada and not transferred to the Bureau of Land Management.

Should you have any questions regarding these comments, please do not hesitate to
cantagt me.

Smce'rﬁli///;\

Mike I Baghtnan
Contract Executive Divector
(775) 883-2051

H-4

The cumulative effects area for hydrology is Crescent Valley. The SEIS has
identified all the known and reasonably substantial uses of the hydrologic
resource and incorporated them into the analysis in the cumulative effects
analysis. Also see response to Comment H-3 regarding potential impacts beyond
Crescent Valley in the Humboldt River Basin.

H-5

The Project does not have a substantive impact to the Pershing County Water
Conservation District. Therefore, implementation of mitigation measures as
described in the comment are not considered necessary to mitigation of the
Project’s potential impacts. Also see response to Comment H-3.

H-6

CGM currently negotiates water rights with the Nevada State Engineer and will
continue to comply with any future water rights regulations and requirements.
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COMMENT LETTER I

S Board a/ gatm@/ Commisseoners

HI;L\EE%SY%;S RECEIVE COUNTYOF ELKO
- NAMYNI o ELUBRE COURT STREET ¢ ELKC NEVATA 88501
wARREN RUSSELL ML ol
EKQ COUNTY MANAGIR I
ROBEAT K, STOHES i
(775 7385396 PHONE M A ‘
MRS
el syt R
rstokes@ielecourtyty. i .luly 7, 2004
T e e
1
1B L
Ms. Pam Jarnecke, I'roject Manager f* ; v
BLM - Battle Mountain Field Office i
50 Bastian Road il
Batle Moun(ain, Nevada §9820-1420 o
“FIFE
RE: Cortez Gold Mines - Pipeline/South I'ipeline U'it Expansion Projec{is

SEIS Numiber NVOGJ‘EISUI"TU LFII..E-‘ SBRARTYOSS (CIRCLE ONE)

Plan of Operation Number NVN-067575 (01-14)

Dear Ms, Jarnecke:

The Flko County Board of Commissioners supports the proposed aclion of the Draft
Supplemental Environmendal Impact $taternent that will grant the Corlez Gold Mines'
requesled Pipeline/South Pipeline Pit Expansion Project Lo go lorward. The proposed action
will extend the life of the Pipeline/South Pipeline Mine and cmploy 430 lo 500 individuals
for up to an additional seven years. The project disturbance is within the existing foaiprint
of the mine. We believe (hal this action will allow Cerlez Geld Mincs o continue 1o
productively utilize the arca in a way that is consisicrt with the existing approved Pipeline
Plan of Operations and continue wise use of public lands.

Sim LL—"
\’ &

Mike Nannini, Chairman
Elko County Board of Commissioners

I-1

e Cortez Gold Mines
Commissioners

I-1

Comment noted.
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COMMENT LETTER J

Burean of Land Management
Battle Mountain Field Office

Pipeline/South Pipeline Pit Expansion Project
Draft Snpplementsl Environmental Impact Statement

Comment(y)
(Please Print)

Name:_y, A% wse s o Date: 72/ ;g()‘g

“Orgunization ur Affilintion, if npplicalle:

Valling Address;__/~ €. ;“, L Biroe
City/State/Z1P; // SR Ak // (T 5 7ERS

.

_ My ﬁmlrnunts or: the Pipeline/South I'Jpeime Pit Expansion [’rOJect DSEIS are:

(o

0% I

;_/ 77,&..//}/“;,]
- N

; . e T B ,g;.a’.ﬁa.z:
booc Lt q,'.__.'7" L o T /;‘ 7

r 2 Aot 4,_/ . d a ,} - fa
e st i Bt e it e LT

—. /,; 7 e s '21/"-*»%7_’4.*“1. r:,.:'». Tmeg i, .,:Z/}.w—fﬂcf—»_g’

& -

:_. ity
‘I;::/\./«.Lrw?%:’/

bl o)

(Please use additomal sleots, i neccssiey )

i
1 wish to he added on 1o the mailing list for this project, VoOvER ___ND

se 0l business oo August 9, 2004 1 the Buraou of Tand
'\thnflmnm B.lllk Mmmmm Field Office, to ensure full consideration,

Burcan of Lond Managerment
Batle Mountan Field Office
At Fam Jurnecke

20 Basiim Rowd

Battle Meweaain NV 89820
7756354 144

J-1

Comment noted.
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K-1

COMMENT LETTER K

Buarean of Land Management
Battle Mouutain Field Office

Pipeline/Scuth Pipeline Pit Expansion Project
Draft Supplemental Environmental Tmpact Statement

Comment(s)
{Please Print)
Name: O-Lma lsgLﬂf .K:Ew&ik. Date: e
Orpanization or Affiliation, if applicable: LA ¥
Mailing Address: P Bow ax3of o
City/State/ZIP: st gall SN $95948

My Comments on the Pipeline/South Pipeline Pit Expansion Project DSEES are:

K-1

“ 3 - e L L
L ek LR At hewve  Coashibdes A Llic
Paekive " Mastens  hanad Lo g fo g do v lile See response to Comment D-23.

( ‘E){se Lhede el -..H\l- v comned ‘b C!V‘Eﬁ’f}atﬁ ]
Ak x ¢ r\ . rT_V\ ’}\\fll\ Mg i % nnL;hu .\Itkt; U-.}'Jttmg
. % ' Y
wee Ve, o l\’\em’ rha S Y TR FL V. L —'h']\m el &(-\m
¢ f
Dot M_ Gore 1y {,}amjgmb ML\ Conpenis  [ooe{ae/ jq
n\umuvu‘(*\ Monae 05 e ot b o« o g Tieg

: 7 - —
qr\JJd‘m-ﬁq_,k e roangne WJ-W o0, \\L‘J '_\\)t‘: ( S - (A

{Please use additional sheets, if necessary. )

I wish to be added on to the mailing list for this project. _ YES NO

‘This Torm must he received by close of business on August %, 2004 at the Bureau of Land
Management, Battle Mountain Field Office, to ensure full consideration.

Bureau of Land Management
Battle Mountain Field Office
Alin; Pam Jurnecke

50 Bastian Road

Batlle Mountain, NV 89820
T75-635-4144
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COMMENT LETTER L

i STATE OF NEVADA
RECEIVED
TR

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION
R 209 E. Musser Street, Room 200

AL Carson City, Nevada 897014298

Fax [173) 684-0260

WL -9 A3

{775) 684-0209

July 7, 2004

Pam Jamecke, Project Manager
Bureau of Land Management
50 Bastian Road

Batlle Mountain, Nevada 89820

Re: SAI NV #E2004 -204

JOHN F. COMEAUK
Dirwctor

Y
B

|

PEEC |
85

AR

NR

FIRE

TEs
FLE! LIBRARYITORS (M'H0LE ONE)
i el

Project: NyN-067575 (01-1a} NV0G3-EIS01-70 South Pipeline Prcject

Dear Ms. Jarnecke:

Thank you for the opportunity to revisw the above referenced project.

L-1
The State Clearinghouse, as per Executive Qrder 12372, has processed
L-1 the proposal and has n comment. Your proposal is not in conflict with state Comment noted.
plans, goals or objectives. If you have any questions, please contact me at {775)
6840209,
Sincerel

Michael J. Staffol
Nevada State Clearinghouse Coordinator/SPOC
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COMMENT LETTER M

STATE OF NEVADA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
1263 5, Stewart Street
Garson City, Nevada 89712

KEWNY C. GUINN JEFF FONTAINE, PE,, Direcier

Gavetriar
In Reply Rebr o

Juiy 9, 2004

Mr. Michae) Staford RECE'VED PRR

Department of Administration L9

Budget and Plarning
209 East Musser Sireet Room 200 SHE0 & omisrog,
Carson City NV 89701 PLAMIT D63 om

Dear Mr. Stafford;

| am writing this letter in rasponse to your request for comments on the
Pipeline/SoLth Pipeline Pit Expansion Preject ~ Cortes Geld Mines, Inc. (E2004-
204),

The Department requests that a complete transportation analysis be dene and
included in the final EIS or the SEIS. The study shouid indlude projections far the life

M-1 span af the mine and items or materal being transported in of ot of the mine site,
Both construction and operstionat phases of the project should be included to enstre
that the proper transportation planning can be accomplished,

If you have any questicns, please do not hesitate fo contact me at (775) 888-7240.

ent Cooper
Assistant Direttor of Planning

¢t Kevin L ee, District Engineer
KC: co

M-1

See response to Comment C-32.
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COMMENT LETTER N

RECEIVED Thom Seal. PE. Ph.D
HAIL PGOM PO, Box éﬁs '
Elko NV 89802
AU ‘ Tuly 22, 2004
[Par Jarnecke it H 23 Al 03
USDOI-BLM BUREAL OF Lt ma ey
50 Bastian Read BATILE pUTAM
Bartle Moumtain, Nevad: 89520 CIELD QFFICE

brpefwww.nv blm.gov

Public Comment an Tafi Envirmmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Cortez Gold Mine”s Expansion in
Crescent Yalley Nevada,

[ would like 1o corment on the above DEIS .

We support Cortez Gaold Mine’s PROPOSED ACTION.

“The proposed action would provide for the enviranmental sound expansion of the mining at the
Crescent Valley mine. The mine offers the rural Nevada papulation with good paying jobs, which supponts
ahealthy tax base for the US Government, the Skt of Nevada, and bath Elko and Eureka County as well
as the local schoals.

The BIM must follow the U3 Congress as established by Public Law 91631, The Mining and
Minerals Policy Act of 1970 which states:

"The Congress declares that it is the continuing palicy of the Federal Govemment in the national
interest 10 foster and encourape private enterprise in (1) the development of econcatically sound and stable
domestic mining. minerals, metal and mirerat reclamation industries.” 30 U.S.C. 2la.

Domestic production of precions metals is vitl 1o the US balanca of trade and is esseniial to the
local zeonamy, ‘The proposed action by Certez Mine is crucial to the cantinued economic livelihood of
Elko and Eureka County. Any altemarive to the propesed action must be based upon “sound science and
enginesring. The BLM must economically evaluate any altemative to Cortez’s propesed action. Great
sacioeconomic impacts could oeeur from the BLM adophing eny preferred altemative, which is not
thoroughly evaluated ecomomically i the DEIS.

Due 10 the tack of current, sound, scientific sociceconomit data presented by the BLM 10 suppat
any preferred altemative, and their polential costs, potentially tipping the praject to uneconorical, with the

| Juss of jobs, showld be rejected. 1 strongly recommtend Cortez's Proposed Action.

Thank Yo

Thom Seal, P.E., Fh.D.

N-1

Comment noted.
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“ A Division of Boart Longyear Company

COMMENT LETTER O

=4

t:ang Exploratory Orlling

2707 Manzanita Lana » Elko, Nevada 85801 USA
B, Box 5279 » Elko, Nevada 83002 LISA

Telephone 775-755-8710
Fax 776:753-5278
I 28 AT =
LANG EXPLORATORY DRILLING :::. - o [
PLEC
35
Atteniion South Pipeline SEIS Team _
Bartle Mountain District AR
Bureas of Land Management - = -
50 Bastian Road :
Battle Mountain, NV 89820 FIRE
. ' . i
Dear South Pipeline SEIS Team: o TR

B We ave writing today 1o express our strong support for the proposed actions giver in the
Draft SETS for the Pipeline/South Pipeline expansion, Our support derives from & number of
[Casons.

1. The proposed actions oceur within the cursently approved surface disturbanes
area. [n fact, the proposed actions could be viewed as minor modificatioas to the
current area of disturhance {i.¢, higher waste dumps and leach pads, larger open
pit areas somewhat offset by backfilling, etc.).

Cortez Gold Mines have proven themselves to be good stewards of the land and
enviranment. As such, wa do not anticipate adverse nviroumental impacts as a

ra

O-1 tesult of the proposed actions.

3. The economic well-being of Lander, Fureka, and Elko counties is driven largely
by the hezlth and vigor of the mining industry. Cortez Gold Mines, like the other
mining companies in northeastern Nevada, is 8 geod corporate citizen, and spends
1 significant amount of meney with local businesses. By allowing the proposed
actions to be implemented, thess rural counties and their residents will benefit
enormously. .

4, Mining is arguably the best current use of the lands in question.

In Tight of these observations, Lang Exploratery Drilling strengly supports the proposed
actions. We hope that your decision will be e allow Cortez Gold Mines to undertake their
| expansion plans as they have proposed,

Regards,

%ﬂm// e

Robert M. St. Louis
Personnel Manager

O-1

Comment noted.
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COMMENT LETTER P

RECE(YED
MAL REGOM

. » CELL (775) 7385156
[0 BIG -3 A Ik 17 = 800-659-0732
o FAX (775) 753-5429
» 175 5TH STREET

LINEN and ¢
UNIFORM RENTAL

ELKO, NEVADA 89801

August 2, 2004
TO:  Battle Mountsin Field Office of the BLM
30 Bastizn Road
Batle Mountain, NV §9820
RE:  Suppart of Coriez Gold Mines' Proposed Expansion Project.

Dear Sir ar Ma"am:

At this time we at Vogue are pleased to extend our support of the Proposed Expansion P-1
Project requested by Conez Gold Mines. Carter has always been enviranmentally responsible
while mining in Nevada and we appreciate very much the positive effect that they have on our Comment noted.

P-1 Nevada economy. We welcome the prospect of seven addivional years of mining and processing
at Conez and join other supporters in respectfilly asking for your censideration and approval of
this Proposed Expansion Froject. Thank you for your time and consideration of this marter.

Sinceraly,

L 1l

&/ Joshua L. Park
Sales/ Service Manaper
Vogue Linen Supply/ Uniform Rental

ce: Jan Munda, Cortez HR .
AT L GRE
Jim Meeks, Vogue Qwner R A

2k
I
L1t

Abi
PAEC ™
‘i 1

5 -
RH ?f'"
- P
¥ LR

HIRE .
TEE

L1 <4 EAHWTOSS ZIRGLD _:flE]
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COMMENT LETTER Q

57187135 1“75-‘13
oy [
thnmlse:@e.lkﬂn

i
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3] -t dxpansion 5 withinthe apptoved Hishuban rintand exigtidg sfate. pdnnits ot Lan X et

Q- 1 Wt dcwntermnghemuéﬂcaﬁbnsfu l:hsﬂusung wraste Fock. Znd hegp, laach'faci;tyfwﬂlb 7

mdlshngﬂlshahl,é after, neclama;:un, Any,new \-{aﬁm rockf d'umpsml] 20tbe 2 SR from fhe -
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‘ot enly inclide wigsspiid by Coptez thilt are

" credted: supply e tmine with goods nhimf
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1 ‘
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Jekal extirosty

Q-1

Comment noted.

Q-2

Comment noted.
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COMMENT LETTER R

. Bk, NV 80801
PISTIEASS » TSI R L
s auu-mé-ms_t_._. r

i Bnﬁua.n\Rnad
BmIsMoummi'L Ny 9810 ‘] ;

W DéarMs Jameckc

_ ; Th;hlkn Ar.-.a Ghz.mbar.nf Cnmem&ﬁovemmmt Affairs Comm se, su-ungly sulsporrs Cunez P
A Gon.M‘gnes aktions dssobiated witk (e proposed nge‘-lms/‘.inmh?;pelme expansmna‘ Tie draft’

SE{S etpilsthe facm;]zat all of; Expansmmi withir thie: provécl’d.lsmhmcc foctprinran - e
71| existing stiteermit for deviatering. The- mipdifidarions (0 xisting e rick and,heqp'leach A
Kl faciisywil] be mdisqngumhnblc aﬁcrf:p]amnumx _Anhew wasremck dumps w}il aot, bc nfsmft .
L ﬁ'ozr;ihe ‘qurert perminied e of the aiéa, Dorick Gold Minestias atandable fssatd gr v = = -
e antl i gatmn » T‘ﬁq}pmpased nc‘nvu!!m thie SEIS wxlt mbhavc ilong thim i impm L ¥
bt;yond .Bmsmig pc:m:r‘ged.mw:y._ “r, H

A C-och g mngis apemnued ! llll:l.ple s : Hag Posmve qconon:uc
fmpac’s on K eanciny. THede fmpacts nded o bé Gdneidared in s rpcess| SFdlr' commumues

mcludmg Elleo beriefit froftithe. sconppsic simpliss. pencrated by Comgi Gold Mimzs. 17He bepefit

Dot énfy Jnclude, _wagcs “paid by, ,Comzrﬂnt age”abeve the natiens) average, bm also i bs thal: arc
ereated 10'sispply Mm;,p&_ gnd.nqmala These jobis iqou]dﬂbt exi m

. Cortez Gold Mines ¥ were mot ir huisinsss. ~Eoez Gold Mines lso sﬁup e

| funding Yatiogy ‘nluniaer and'non pr‘oﬁt urginwm:pps;'- A5

R-1

Comment noted.

R-2

Comment noted.
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COMMENT LETTER S

- v
Breadbant & Associates, o
2000 Kirman Avenuz
Reno, NV 89502

Woice (T75) 322-7969
Fax [#/5) 3227858

S-1

aRE 1 AN

August 9, 2004

Battle Mountain BLM
50 Bastian Road )
Kutrje Mownwain, NV 89820

P —{BROADBENT & ASSOCIATES, INC.

ENGINEERIMNG, WATER RESOURCES & ENVIRDNMERTAL

Re:  Draft Pipsline/South Pipeline Supplemental Environments] lmpact Staternent.

| am in favor of the proposed project expansion as outlined within the Draft
Pipeline/South Pipeline Supplemental Envirenmental Impatt Statement. Thronghaut the
years of development of the Pipeline project | have been thoreughly impressed with the
responsible stewardship of the land that Cortez Gold Mines has exdsibited. In my mind,
the benafits enjoyed by such a project {i.e. the continued employment of the workforce)

when conSJderm the respomlble naruxc Cortez has demonstrated make this project

Wil.h speciﬁc regard to the heights pf various keaps and dumps, my travels in the
sputhern portion of Crescent Valley leave me with e impression that the visual impact
of the 1nine, given the magnitude of the project, are negligible. [ uaderstand e proposed
expansion includes increasing fhe height of: the South Ares Heap Leach pad by 50 feet;
the approved waste rock dump by 50 feet; Arca 28 [ntegrated Heap Leach Tailings by 50
feet; construction of an additional waste rock diimp above grade on the backfilled portion
of the pit; and constuction of the 125-acre Gapwasts rock dump. These increased
elovations would secm relatively negligible from a visual standpoint, especially
ceonsidering that the proposed activities will not éxtend beyond the alread) approved

7,676 acres.

The Pipeiine/South Pipeline expansion sppears to me to be a worthwhile project,
particularly when considering the economic beoefit and the proven track record of

responsible stewazdship of the land by Cortez.

Sineerely,

AL 7 AN

Rabert H. Miller
President-Broadbant & Associates, Ine.

T AGT [ g T TOATE,
oLl i
ABH :
o TrEC iy
gs

FIRE

TES -} 4 i
ML usv\.mmce' ICACLE ONE]

ARIZONA, CALIFORNIA

NEYADA TEXAS

S-1

Comment noted.
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T-1

COMMENT LETTER T

SouthPipelineSEIS.doc Fifeh. SRV

9 August 2004
Battle Mountain BLM e
50 Bastian Road BREAE e
Battle Mountain, NV 89820 e :

T kG 12 Al 1y

Re: Draft Pipeline/South Pipeline Supplemental Fnvironmental Impact Statement (SEIS)

Dear Sirs,

[ 1 have been studying land use issues for decades and have camed a Master of Science
degree in Land Use Planning from the University of Nevada, Reno. In addition, ] am a
registered land professional with the American Association of Professional Landman.

I want to encourage the Burean of Land Management (BLM) to approve the Draft
Pipeline/South Pipeline Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS).

During the 1990’s, employment in the mineral exploration and mining sectors dropped
precipitously to unemployment rates as high as 90 percent, 1 feel this mine in particular
is a key to sustaining this modest recovery of natural resource jobs in Nevada. The
sconomic health of the United States is dependent upon the stable supply of natural
resources. This stable supply has been diminishing for decades and is now at the point of

| a small but modest recovery.

Sincerely,
Gr/e; Ekins MS RLP #32306
07 =
President, GIS Land Services
6635 Broadridge Ct.
Reno, NV 89523
775-746-8803
R AT
]
JADOM
1PSEC
{58
AR
NA
FIRE
TFS
FLE UBRARY/TOSS [CIROLE ONE)
Page 1 of 1

T-1

Comment noted.
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COMMENT LETTER U

H.\' n '\."V
) 3 .
3 5 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AQENGY
| REGION 1X
it e ;

75 Hawthome Straot
San Franclsco, GA 94105-3901

August 9, 2004

Gerald M. Smith
Bureau of Lamd Manazemen:
Battle Mountain Ficld Office
50 Bastian Road
Battle Mountain, NV 86820

Subject: Pipeline/South Pipeline Pit Expansion Project Draft § upplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) [CEQ #040282]

Deur Mr. Smith

The U.S. Bnvironmental Pretection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above relerenced
documnent. Our review and comments are provided pursuant to the Nationzl Environmental
Pulicy Aci (NEPA), the Couneil on Environmental Quality’s NEPA Implementation Regulations
aL40 CPR 1500-1508, and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

We have rated this DSEIS as EC-2 — Environmental Concams-Insufficient Informaricn

(eee enclosed “Summary of Rating Definitions™). Our concerns arc based on potential impects to
pit take water quality. wildlife, heap leach pad stability in the sarth fissure-prone arsa, and air
] quality, as well as wncertainties regarding feasible mitigation measures, reclamation bonding, and

the Jong-term contingency fund. We recommend that additionzl information be provided in the
Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statcment (FSEIS) regatding avoidance of significant
impacts to pit luke water quality, ecological risk assessment, air quality modeling, hazardous air
pollutants, mitigaiion measures, and detuils of the long-lemm conlingency fund. We 2lsn have
sugpestions regarding enguring a stable heap leach pad and storm water diversion chammels in the
earth fissure-pronc area, Qur detatled comments are enclosed,

We gppreciate the opportunity to raview this DSEIS and request a copy of the FSFIS
U-=2 when it is filed with vur Washington, D.C, uffice. If you have any questions, please call me gt
(415) 972-3854, or have your sl call Jeanne Geselbracht at (415) 9723853,

Sincerely,

Lita B. Hanf, Manager
Federal Activitics Office

Prizsed on Reryoled Paper

U-1
See responses to Comments U-3 through U-12.
U-2

See response to Comment C-1.
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003844
Enclosures

cet David Gaskin, NIDRP
Stanley Wiemeyer, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

N
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SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS

This rating system was developed as a means to summarize EPA's level of congern with a proposed action,
The ratings aré a combination of alpbiabstical categories for evaluarion of the enviranmental impacts of the
proposal and numerical categosies for evaluation of the adequaey of the EIS.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION
&5 "LO" (Lack of Objections)
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental fmpacts tequiring substantive changes to the
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunitics for a.pplll:a!iorl of mitigation measures that uuuld be
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the pwposa.l 5

; . "EC™(Environmerial Concerns) :
The EFA review has Ideuuﬁud environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the
eavironment. Correciive measures may require changes to the prefemed altemative or application of
mitigation measures that ean reducethccnvnmnmental impact. EPA would Ilkﬂtuwmkmﬁnhe lead agency
10 reduce these impacts.
"EQ" (Environmental Objections)

The EPA review has identified significant cavironméntal impacts that must be avoided in order to pravide
adequate protection for the enviromwent. Corrective measures may requice: substantial changes to the
preferred altemative or consideration of some ather project altemative (including the no action alternative
or 2 new allernative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

YEI" (Euviranmentally Unsatisfactory)

" The EPA review has identified ndverse environmental impacts that are of sufficieut magnitude that they ace

unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare o environmental quality. BPA fatends to work
with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the poteatially wnsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at
the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ.

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

Category 1™ (Adequate)
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets focth the eavironmental impact(s) of the pn:fmui alternative and
those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is
necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addstion of clarifying language or information.

"Cutegory 2 (Insufficient Infermation)

The draft EIS does not contaiu sullicieat information for EPA to fully assess cavironmental impacts that should
be avoided in order to fully protect the' environment, or the EPA reviewer has idenfified new reasonably
available alternatives that are within the spectrum of sltematives analysed in the draft EIS, which could reduce
the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion
should be included in the final EIS.
2 "Category 3" (Inadequate)

EPA does not helieve that the draft EIS adequately assesses poteatially significant environmental impacts of the
action, or the EPA reviewerhas identified new, reasonably available alteqmatives that are outside of the spectram
of altematives analysed i the deaft EIS, which should be analysed in ovder to reduce the poteatially significant
environmental impacts. EPA believes that the ideatified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions
ar¢ of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the
draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally
revised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft E(S. On the basis of the
potential significant impacts involtved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

*From EPA Manual 1640, “Policy and Procedurcs for the Review af Fedscal Actions [mpacting the Environmeat.”
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U-3

U-4

EPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON DRAFT SUFPLEMENTAL ENVIEONMENTAL IMPACT ST/‘.TL"MLI\'I‘
PIPELINE/SOUTH PIPELINE PIT EXPANSION PROIDCT, AUGUST 5. 2004

Water Resources

1, The Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Staternent (DSEIS) (pp. 4-214, 215) staces
that water quality standards applicable to the pit Jake would depead on the pregent and patential
heneficial uses of the lake, It concludes, however, that the current beneficial uges would nat
apply to the pit lake becanse it is not intsnded to be 2 drinking water souree for humane or
Livestock or used for recreatunal purposes and because Corez Gold Mines, Ine. (CGM) does nat
plan to have the pit lake stocked with fish, However, many pit lakes have unintentionally
become home to fish and other aquatic species, and there would be no means of resticting
wrrestrial or avien wildlife fum the pit Jake, Therefore, the potential jmpacts to wildiife and
aquatic lite should nat be disraissed at this planning stage of the project. According to the
DSEIS, pver time, the pit lake would exczed standards for arsenie, silver, metcury, and fhaonide,
and Jong-term impacts are potentizlly significant because solute concentration would cominue to
increase by evapoconcentration,

'Recommendation: Based on sther pit lakes in Nevada and the westem U.S., it appers
realistic potential beneficial uses of the pit fake would include propagaiion of wildlife and
aquatic life. Therefore, wildlife and aquaric life standards and ecological risks should be
used in determining whethes impacts would be significant. The FSTIS should provide
this analysis und identify and describe specific measures that may be needed 10 avoid
these impacts, It the reclamation bond or long-term cenlingency fund should be
inuieastd to cover poential mitigation measnies, the ESEIS should indicute the amount
hy which these would be increaged.

2. According to the DSEIS (p. 4-215, 216), if the project terninates at Stage 9, there is a
potentia! for signisicant long-term impects Lo pit lake water quality and terrestria aud avian
wildlife. Although the DSEIS states that theae appear W be no feusible mitigation measures for
these impacts, it wlso statsg that the long-term centingency fund would be used far corrective
action should the necd arise, These sacements conflict with one another and, therefore, aced
clarification.

Recommendation: The FSEIS should identify and describe the corrective mezsures
(6.2., bacldilling, chemical treatment) that could b taken in the event of a closurs at
sStage 9 or other stages Lo reduce the ecological risks of paor quality pit lake waler lo
helow the level of significance. The FSEIS ehould discuss the tachnical qud financial
feasibility of all reasonable measures and adjust the reclamation bend amount to cover the
cost of such me4sures. 1f no feasible measures are likely to exiat, this should be cleardly
stated in the FSEIS, and BLM should reconsider whether the project may pose ar
amacceptable ecological risk,

U-3

The Draft SEIS evaluated the Proposed Action and uses by CGM. The
designation of post-mining beneficial use and applicability of beneficial
use requirements for pit lakes would be addressed upon closure of the
mining facility. Ecological risk of the Proposed Action by CGM was
evaluated in an updated ecological risk assessment (Geomega 2004b),
which concluded that water quality in the Pipeline/South Pipeline
Expansion pit lake(s) is unlikely to adversely affect wildlife that could
be attracted to the pit lake(s). Also see responses to Comment C-23 and
Comment G-1.

U-4

Corrective measures to reduce ecological risks of poor quality pit lake
water are not needed because water quality resulting from Stage 9 would
not pose an unacceptable ecological risk. Maximum surface water
concentrations of constituents resulting from the proposed alternatives,
including Stage 9, were evaluated in an updated ERA (Geomega
2004b), which concluded that the water quality in the Pipeline/South
Pipeline Expansion pit lake(s) is unlikely to adversely affect wildlife
that could be attracted to the pit lake(s). The current ERA (Geomega
2004b) used actual data, whereas, the original ERA used one-half of the
detection level. Also see responses to Comment C-23, Comment C-28,
and Comment G-1. The text in the Final SEIS, Sections 4.4 (Water
Quality) and 4.10 (Wildlife) has been modified to reflect the findings in
the ERA report.

Based on this information, no significant impact would occur so there
would not be a need to discuss increasing the reclamation or long-term
bond to cover the impact.
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U-6

U-7

U-8

Earth Fiasures
It In the referenced June 18, 2003 “Ground Evaluation and Barth Fissure Evaluation
Reporl” the low angle photo graphy anzlysis is only pn:s;cntcd for an area that will not be built an
and therefore does not prcacnt a threat to the facilities (figurs 7). It does not address potential
tisk [or the area that will be boilt on -- the nathesst and southwest sides of the existing heap
leach facility. This raises 2 question as to why the analysis in areas of greater concern was not
provided.

Recommendation: The FSEIS should provide informetion on potential rigk for the entire
expansion arca and explain why expansion of the leach pad poses zn acceptable rigk and
the existing fissures will not grow beneath the future liner.

2. Itappears from the DSELS that the perimeter of the lesch pad is not protected from
extreme precipitation events. The upper extension of the storm water diversion channel appeary
ta concentrate 1unoff from 4 large area adjacent to the pad without anything to prevent
infiltration. The unlined lower storm water diversion chanael crosscs an area of high fissure sk
potential immediately adjacent 1o the heap leach liner.

Recommendationt Because fissuc crosion appears L0 be the highest risk around the heap
Jeach area, we recommend reducing risk by either lining the storm water ditches next to
the heap leach pad or moving the major storm water diversion channels away from the
heap. This would reduce the risk of saith fissure gully propagation undemeath the heap
leach pad.

3 Figure 2.3.1 of the DSEIS depicts the lower storm water divarsion channel in the area of
future heap Jeach pad cxpansion. Thete does not appear to be a plan to divert surface water once
the heup is fully expanded in areas adjacent to the existing pad.

Recommendation: The FSEIS should indicate where the storm water diversion channe|
will be after the hezp leach pad is fully expanded, The associated protective measures
must also be included in a description of the future cxpansion arca

Air Quality

L. Accarding to the 1946 Cortez Pipeline Gold Deposit FEIS (p. 5-38, Table 5.3-3),
maxirmun modeled 24-hour and annual PM10 (particulates smaller than (en microns) cumulative
concentrations for that project were 1436 ug/m® and 34.8 ug/n’, respectively. The 24-hour
modeled concentration was based on the highest measured value ot the Cortez wonitoring station
before 1996. However, the current DSEIS uses a Nevada Bureau of Air Pollution Control
(BAPC) guidance valoe of 10.2 ug/m® for the background concentration, rather than a measured
valug, which results in the modeled PM10 24-hour value of 134 ug/m® for this project. In light of

the fact that the proposed project would more than double the mining rate at the Pipeline/Sonth

(8 ]

U-5

The Amec report (2004, page 5, Section 3.2 and Figure 7) presents an example
of the interpretation of low-sun-angle photography of the site, including the
Project facilities in existence at the time the report was submitted June 18,
2003. This fact is clearly stated in the 3" paragraph of page 1 of report (Amec
2003). The introduction also states that the data provided is presented in
example form, with additional data pending. As stated by the commentor,
Figure 7 depicts the photolineaments in an area removed from the proposed
leach pad expansion site and south of the Windmill Fissures. The completed
interpretation of the LSA photography is presented as Sheet 5 in Amec's
preliminary report (Amec 2003).

Contrary to the commentor’s statement, the assessment of risk related to
expansion of the leach pad in areas prone to earth fissuring is detailed in the
Amec report (Amec 2004). This assessment was the basis for the zoning
depicted on Figure 2.3.2 of the Draft SEIS. The evaluation included an
exhaustive analysis of available geological and geohydrological data,
computer simulations of horizontal ground strain resulting from subsidence,
and a field exploration program using seismic refraction profiling and
trenching. A comprehensive instrumentation and monitoring program was
designed, protective measures were implemented to divert surface water runoff
and prevent erosional intrusion by existing fissures, and defensive features
were incorporated into the design of the pad expansion.

U-6

The text in Section 2.3.2 of the SEIS describe the measures undertaken by
CGM to address the management of the fissures and fissure gullies. These
measures incorporate the issues identified in the comment.

Early in the process of responding to the discovery of the Windmill Fissures,
CGM completed the construction of a principal diversion channel that now
routes runoff from the watershed above the leach pad site to the southwest
along the northwestern perimeter of the exiting pad, and the expansion area.
This channel is located in an area of low to negligible earth fissure risk. Runoff
contributions that previously were managed by the channel running to the
south-southeast between the open pit and the expansion area are now captured
and diverted to the southwest by the principal channel. In addition to the
principal channel, a secondary channel has been constructed near the plant area,
directing water to a lined conveyance over the Windmill fissure complex. This
secondary structure is designed to manage runoff originating from the small
watershed area between the pad expansion area and the diversion channel
running south-southeast between the open pit and the expansion area.
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Section 3.1.5 of the SEIS states that the existing support facilities would be
utilized by the Project and would remain in the same condition, unless modified
as part of the Proposed Action. The storm water diversion system as described in
Chapter 2 of the SEIS is not modified by the Proposed Action. Refer to Figure
2.3.1 for the locations of the storm water diversion system associated with the
SAHL.

As noted in the comment, much of the lower storm water diversion channel has
been eliminated upon construction of the heap leach pad expansion. Major upland
runoff contributions to the expansion area are diverted, utilizing the principal
channel that is currently located northwest of the expansion area and the existing
pad. The minimal runoff originating from the area between the pad expansion and
the upper diversion channel is collected in a channel and routed to the east
discharging to the channel running to the south-southeast between the open pit
and the expansion area. The minimal runoff originating from the area between the
downstream toe of the pad expansion and the plant/pond area is directed to the
lined dewatering pipeline corridor. This corridor is designed as a protective
component of the earth fissure defensive system, with a full geomembrane-lined
channel, and a deep fissure intercept trench between the process ponds and the
corridor.

U-8

The BAPC guidance values were used to model the impacts from the Proposed
Action and Alternatives because these are the recommended background values
for rural facilities by BAPC (see Modeling Guidance document
[http://ndep.nv.gov/bapc/qa/model.html#5]), the agency with regulatory
authority under the Clean Air Act for the facility. The comment refers to actual
background being available, but that is not case. As described in the Draft SEIS,
air quality monitoring did not begin adjacent to the Pipeline/South Pipeline mine
until three years after operations at the site had commenced. Therefore, even the
earliest monitoring data includes both regional background PM,, concentrations
as well as impacts from mine operations.
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Fipeline mine (from en everage of 130,000 Lons per day (o an average: of 350,000 tons per day,
with 2 maximum of 3,000 tons per diry) and baszd on previously modcled emission rates, EPA
1s concemed that cumulative PMI0 emissions could be greater than thase modeled for this
roject, We ate concerned that actual project emissions not execcd the PM10 24-hour and
annnal Natignal Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), which arc 130 ugft® and 50 wg/m?,
respeclively,

Recommendation: ‘[he PSEIS should describe why BLM used the BATC guidancs
value for 24-hour and annual PM1C cancentrations whan actual values are avaijuble for
this modeling cffort. The mos: sealistic modeling predictions should be provided. The
FSEIS thould discuss additignal mitigation measures that may be needed (o reduce PMI10
enissions to sceeptable levels.

2. The DSEIS does not addrass projected hazardeus air pollutant (HAP) emissions for the
praposed projest. Mescury is of special concern because il is a persisient bioaccumulative toxic
substznce, and mercury air emissions over ten pounds must be reparled by mining eompinies in
their winual Toxic Release Tnventary (TRI) submitisd to EPA. Mereury levels in fish above
Federal standasds for fish consumplion have been found in pristing laxes in Wisconsin and
remote areas of the Florida Everglades. Studies have revealed this mercury is from atmospharic
deposition of menoury emitted thousands of miles away. The Voluntary Mercury Air Emission
Reduction Program, & partnérship between EPA, the Nevada Division of Environmentz]
Protection (MDEP) and four Nevada gold mining companies, including Placer Dome/Conez, was
launched in 2002. Reduction of mercury emissions &t mines is consisient with the Pallution
Prevention Act of 1990, which dirccts Federal agencies to prevent or reduce pollution at the
goure whenever fezsible. By working closely with FP4 and NDEP, tese mining companies
have made process modifications and conducted chemical experimentation, which have resulted
in signifivant, permznent reductions in mercury air eissions at their mincs. By 2005 we
anticipate a 50% reduction from the fevels of mercury emissions reported in 1999. Tnis 2002 -
TRT, CGM Mill 2 reported 1355.7 pounds of meroury &I emmssions. A5  result of this wluntm
program, COM should have the information requested readily available,

Riecommendation: The FSEIS should provide emissions projections for mercury and
other HAPs at the existing and proposed Pipeline/South Pipeline Mine wd associaled
operations such as the Gold Acres and Cortez Mine sites where gold processing will also
occur. The FSEIS should ideniffy 21 sources of HAPs al he ming, and discuss how
HAWs would be controlled to reduce their emissiors as much as possible. The FSEIS
should deseribe the messures/technologies that CGM has taken to reguce mercury
erisaions ar e mine and related mill sites.

3. The DSEIS (p. 4-239-240) discusses the staws ol he eight-hous ozone National Ambient
Air Quality Standard (NAAQS). For clarification purpases, please note that EPA's final
desigaation rule and implementasion rule for the cight-nour NAAQS were published in the

U-9

Most mercury air releases occur during the refining process, as a result of
heating the precious metal precipitate, which can release naturally-occurring
mercury because of its relatively low boiling point. Refining is not currently
occurring at Gold Acres or the Cortez Mill. The text of the SEIS has been
modified to include a discussion of HAP emissions from the Proposed Action.

U-10

The publishing of the EPA’s eight-hour ozone final rule occurred after the
release of the Draft SEIS. The text under Section 4.5.1.1 of the SEIS has been
revised to address this comment.
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Faderal Register on Apiil 30, 2004, and are effective June 15, 2004, In addition, EPA intends tg
revoke the one-hour ozoneg standard on June 13, 2003.

Long-Term Monitoring and Mitigation

1. The DSEIS (p. 4-104) indicares that the 51,250,000 Jong-term mitigation and momitoring

fund could be nsed to mitigate post-closnre fissure development, as well as monitoring and
mitigation of other contingencics of the expanded projeet. Such contingencies inchude mitigation
of paor pit Jake warer quality should the project tsrminate at Srage 9. We note that 2
commitment for this long-term mitigation fund was originally mads for the Corter. Pipeline
pruiect fn 1996, Since thar comazivment was made, the Sotith Pipeline project and the proposed
Pipeline/Seuth Pipelime Fxpansion have also included provisions Lo use this fund for posi-closure
monitoring and mitigalion. However, the amouut of the commitied funds has not been adjusted
aleng with the expanding projects,

Recommendation: The FSEIS should ideatify the potential costs of contingencies and
monitoring for the expanded project, discuss whether and how the long-term fund should
b adjusted to caver them, and identify when payments iato the fund will begin.

2 The 1996 FEIS for the Pipeline project indicated that Cortez would not need to make
annual principal payments into the fund undl 2005. Therefore, it is uncledr whether (e fund has
been established yot or whether the torms of the fund have been revised to meet the requirements
of 43 CFR 3209.552 and 533. Tris also unclaar whether the fund is expected to grow, what the
szl retum rate would be, and if it will be sufficient to cover post-closure menitoring and

mitigation mCagurcs.

Recommendation: The FSEIS should dessribe the terms of the fund and discuss how it
rozels [he requirements of 43 CFR 3809552 end 555. The discuscion should include: (a)
requirements for timmg of payments into the trust fund; (b) how BLM ensurcs that the
trust fund is bankruptcy remote: () acceptable financial instuments (3uch as those
specified in 43 CFR 3809.555); (d) lege! structure of the trust for tax purposes; {¢) who
will pay the taxes on trust earnings and trust fecs and expenses; (f) how taxes and ug
fees will be paid on the trust if the mining company goes out of business; (g) who will
makz investment decisions if the operator is no longer viable; (h) the identity of the trust
frmd benaficiaries; znd (i) the identity «nd corporale structuge of the operator with
responsibility/ liability for inancial assurance &t this sife.

U-11

Payments to the fund will begin in 2005. Although the project has
changed from the original Pipeline Project, the monitoring and
mitigation issues covered by the long-term trust fund remain the same,
i.e., pit lake water chemistry, ground stability issues, etc. The size of the
long-term fund is considered adequate for this issue because pit lake
water chemistry projections are consistent with or better than the 1996
projections. Similarly, ground stability issues have not fundamentally
changed compared to those identified in 1996 (BLM 1996). Additional
ground stability discussions can be found on page 4-103 of the Final
SEIS.

U-12

Please refer to page 2-22 in this document and page 2-39 in the Cortez
Pipeline Gold Deposit Final EIS (BLM 1996a) and Placer Dome Inc.
1996.
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